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By Mr. REUSS:

HR. 13290. A bill to provide that the
money designated on 1972 tax returns to be
made available to a specified politica] party
which (after such designation) has been
directed by law to be used otherwise, shall
remain in the general fund of the Treasury
unless redesignated to the Presidential Elec-
tion Campaign Fund by the taxpayer; to the
Committes on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROUSH:

HR. 13291. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow the rapid
depreciation of expenditures to rehabilitate
low-income rental housing incurred after
December 31, 1974; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROYBAL:

H.R. 13202. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to Increase to $3,600 the
amount of outside earnings which (subject
to further increases under the automatic
adjustment provisions) is permitted each
year without any deductions from benefits
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Ms. SCHROEDER (for herself and
Mr. Evans of Colorado):

H.R. 13293. A bill to provide that the proj-
ect referred to as the Chatfield Dam and
Lake on the South Platte River, Colo., shall
hereafter be known and designated as the
“Edwin C. Johnson Dam and Lake”: to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. STEELMAN:

H.R. 13294. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to clarify the
authority of the Secretary of Health, Educa~
tion, and Welfare with respect to foods for
speclal dletary use; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr, STEED:

HR. 13205. A bill to amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
19656 to extend the authorizations for a 5-
year period, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mrs. SULLIVAN (for herself, Mr.
Craex, Mr. AsHLEY, Mr. DrngeELL, Mr,
DownNiNG, Mr, STUBBLEFIELD, Mr,
MurrHY of New York, Mr, JoNES of
North Carolina, Mr, ANDERsON of
California, Mr. EKvyros, Mr, Eck-
HARDT, Mr. GINN, Mr., Stuops, Mr.
GroVvER, Mr. MosHER, Mr. Lorr, and
Mr. PRITCHARD) :

H.R. 13206. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for the fiscal year 1975 for certaln
maritime programs of the Department of
Commerce; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisherles,

By Mr. SYMMS (for himself, Mr.
TEAGUE, Mr. SeBELIUS, Mr. FLYNT,
Mr., DeviNg, Mr. CoLrLINs of Texas,
Mr. BAUMAN, Mr. STEIGER of Arizona,
Mr. PriceE of Texas, Mr. IcHORD, Mr.
BARER, Mr. Z1oN, Mr. BRINKLEY, Mr.
Moor=EAD of California, Mr. FROEH-
LIcH, Mr, LusaN, Mr. BLACKBURN,
Mr. DAN DawniEL, Mr. Youna of
South Carolina, Mr. SATTERFIELD,
Mr. CoLLIER, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. SHUS-
TER, Mr, TAYLOR of Missour!, and Mr,
DEeL CrLAawsonw) :

HR. 13297. A bill to repeal the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Act; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor,
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By Mr. TIERNAN (for himself, Mr.
BapiLrLo, Mr. BERGLAND, Ms. CoLLINS
of Ilinois, Mr. CorMAN, Mr, EDWARDS
of California, Mr. HoGaN, Ms. HoLTZ~
MAN, Mr. MoAKLEY, Mr. PFPPER, MT.
RIEGLE, Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. Sar-
BANES, Ms. ScHROEDER, and Mr,
VIcoRrITO) :

HR. 13298. A bill to protect the environ-
ment and conserve natural resources by stim-
ulating the recovery, reuse, and recycling of
waste materials and by decreasing the quan-
tity of materials moved in commerce which
must be disposed of ultimately as waste; to
promote and regulate commerce by identify-
ing and establishing standards and gulde-
lines for the proper management of waste
which poses a substantial hazard to human
health or the environment, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce,

By Mr. TIERNAN (for himself, Mr.
BapiLrLo, Mr. BUcCHANAN, Ms, COLLINS
of Illinois, Mr. CormaN, Mr. Ep-
warps of California, Mr. HoGaN, Mr.
PEPPER, Mr, RIEGLE, Mr. ST GERMAIN,
Mr. SarBaNES, Ms., BcHROEDER, Mr.
Symincrow, and Mr. ViGorITo) @

HR, 13209. A bill to protect the environ-
ment and conserve natural resources by
stimulating the use of recycled or recyclable
materials by effecting rate changes in the
movement of these materials by common
carrier, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. STUBBELEFIELD:

H.R. 13300. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 41) to pro-
vide that under certain circumstances ex-
clusive territorial arrangements shall not be
deemed unlawfui; to the Committee on In=-
terstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mrs. BOGGS:

H.R, 13301. A bill to establish a trust fund
in the Treasury of the United States to be
known as the National Elderly and Handi-
capped Housing Load Pund, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr, COLLINS of Texas:

HR. 13302. A bill to amend section 1201
of title 18 of the United States Code to im-~
pose penalties on the acceptance of a benefit
extorted through kidnaping and on assist-
ing in the distribution of such a benefit; to
the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. KOCH:

H.R. 13303. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide that persons be
glven access to records concerning them
which are maintained by Government
agencles; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

H.R. 13304. A bill to amend title 5, United
BStates Code, to provide that persons be
given access to records concerning them
which are maintained by Government
agencies; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. MOORHEAD of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 13305. A bill to authorize the disposal
of graphite from the national stockpile and
the supplemental stockpile; to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

By Mr, NIX:

HR. 13306. A bill to amend the Food
Stamp Act of 1964, as amended, and for
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other purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

H.R. 13307. A bill to require filing of do-
mestic food price impact statement in con-
nection with exports of U.S. commodlties; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. REID:

H.R. 13308. A bill to investigate the rela-
tlonships between those persons engaged in
the provision of accounting services to ma=
Jor oil companies and said companies, to re=-
quire integrated major oil companies to file
with the Federal Trade Commission account-
ing reports for each and any of their four
levels of operation, and for other purposes;
to the Committees on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. ROE:

H.R. 13309. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to expand the definition of small
business concern to include agribusinesses;
to the Commititee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. HOSMER:

H.R. 13310. A bill to establish a national
policy for a comprehensive program of re-
search and development in energy sources
and energy utilization technologies; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. HUBER (for himself, Mr.
DevinNe and Mr, GUYER) :

H. Con. Res. 441, Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress with respect
to the missing in action in Southeast Asia;
to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. DIGGS:

H. Res. 957. Resolution to provide funds
for the expenses of the investigations and
stiidies authorized House Resolution 162;
to the Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. McKINNEY:

H. Res. 958. Resolution disapproving the
recommendations of the President with re-
spect to the rates of pay of Federal officials
transmitted to the Congress In the budget
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

868. By the SPEAEKER: Memorial of the
Legislature of the Senate of Colorado, relative
to the observance of Veterans Day on No-
vember 11; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

360. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Georgia, relative to a constitu-
tional amendment guaranteeing legal protec-
tion to the unborn; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. STUBBELEFIELD:

HR. 13311. A bill for the relief of Yan

Ewong Yuen,; to the Committee on the Judi-

By Mr. DOWNING:
H.J, Res. 931, Joint resolution restoring
citizenship posthumously to Gen. R. E. Lee;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

SENATE—Wednesday, March 6, 1974

The Senate met at 10 am. and was
called to order by Hon. Sam NUNN, a
Senator from the State of Georgia.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

Eternal God, our Father, in these
strange and troublous days, demanding
great leadership, may we in this place
be very conscious of the clear and un-
mistakable leadership of Thy spirit.
When we are unsure, may we seek Thy
guidance and inwardly hear Thee say,
“This is the way, walk ye in it.” And

hearing Thy voice grant us the will to
obey Thee. Help us always as servants
of all the people to choose the highway
which leads to justice and peace. May we
come to the close of the day with a
richer experience of Thy presence, a surer
mastery of ourselves and a deeper sym-
pathy with struggling humanity.
In Christ's name we pray. Amen.
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APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr. EASTLAND).

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the following letter:

U.S. BENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., March 6, 1974.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate
on official duties, I appoint Hon. Sam Nunnw,
a Senator from the State of Georgia, to per-
form the duties of the Chalr during my
absence,

James O. EASTLAND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. NUNN thereupon took the chair
as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Tues-
day, March 5, 1974, be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
Ing clerks, informed the Senate that,
pursuant to the provisions of seetion 1,
Public Law 86—42, the Speaker had ap-
pointed Mr. MorcaN, chairman, Mr.

Jornson of California, Mr. RANDALL, Mr.
Kyros, Mr. STRATTON, Mr. MEEDs, Mr.

CuLveEr, Mr. McEweN, Mr. HorTON, Mr.
Winn, Mr. puv PonTt, and Mr. MALLARY
as members of the U.S. delegation of the
Canada-United States Interparliamen-
tary Group, on the part of the House.
The message also informed the Senate
that, pursuant to the provisions of sec-
tion 1, Public Law 86-420, the Speaker
had appointed Mr. Nix, chairman, Mr.
WricHT, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. DE LA GARzZA,
Mr. Kazen, Mr. Uparr, Mr. WaLpig, Mr,
Wiccemns, Mr. Lugan, Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr.
Burke of Florida, and Mr. CoNLAN as
members of the U.S. delegation of the
Mexico-United States Interparliamen-
tary Group, on the part of the House,

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all committees
may be authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection it is so ordered.

GHANA'S 17TH YEAR OF
INDEPENDENCE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, to-
day marks the 17th year of independence
for the nation of Ghana. Since inde-
pendence 17 years ago, Ghana has made
remarkable progress in all fields of de-
velopment. She has built roads, hospitals,
new townships, developed rural electrifi-
cation, and has supplied her people with
pipe-borne water and other social amen-
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ities. New schools have been built and
the old educational system has been
changed to reflect the needs of Ghana’s
society.

The Government of Ghana has shown
practical understanding of its problems
by injecting strict discipline into its econ-
omy. Imports have been controlled to
appreciable levels. Every effort has been
made to boost exports in textiles, wood
products, aluminum alloys, processed
cocoa products, and so forth.

All this has yielded positive results.
One of the achievements of the program
has been a decrease in unemployment
and inflation and high prices. Ghana’s
economic and industrial policies provide
for viable foreign investment and part-
nership in certain economic areas.

It happens that Ghana’s trade with the
United States and other North and South
American countries, including the Carib-
bean, is being vigorously pursued by the
National Redemption Council Govern-
ment.

The Senate of the United States con-
gratulates Ghana on its 17th year of in-
dependence and wishes it well in the
years, the decades, and the centuries
ahead.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, will
the distinguished majority leader yield
to me?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am happy to yield
to the Republican leader.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President,
since independence 17 years ago, Ghana
has made remarkable progress in all
fields of . development. She has built
roads, hospitals, new townships, devel-
oped rural electrification, and has sup-
plied her people with pipe-borne water,
and other social amenities. New schools
have been built and the old educational
system has been changed to reflect the
needs of her society.

The Government of the National Re-
demption Council, led by Col. Ignatius
Kutu Acheampong, has shown practical
understanding of its problems by inject-
ing strict discipline into the economy.
Imports have been controlled to appre-
ciable levels and every effort has been
made to boost exports in textiles, wood
products, aluminum alloys, processed
cocoa products, and so forth. This has
yvielded positive results; the high price
of cocoa, timber, and gold on the world
market has also added more inputs into
the economy and, as a result, unemploy-
ment, inflation, and high prices show a
downward trend. The third phase of
“Operation Feed Yourself” was launched
in northern Ghana recently with the ob-
ject of increasing agricultural produc-
tion of food and industrial crops and
diversifying Ghana’s economy in order
to reduce overdependence on cocoa and
timber. Ghanaians are determined to
make the nation self-reliant and eco-
nomically viable.

Ghana’s economic and industrial pol-
icies provide for viable foreign invest-
ment and partnership in certain eco-
nomic areas. The Capital Investments
Board provides incentives and liberal
concessions to prospective investors who
are willing to cooperate with it on equal
terms in prescribed areas of operation.

The expansion of Ghana’s trade with
the United States and other North and
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South American countries, including the
Caribbean, will be vigorously pursued by
the National Redemption Council.

With regard to foreign affairs, Ghana
has continued to build effective links
with her neighbors, worked toward a
common market in west Africa and sup-
ported vigorously the Organization of
African Unity, the United Nations, and
its specialized agencies, the third
world, the nonalined group, and other
regional groups in their efforts to free
Africa from colonialism and racialism.
Within these organizations, Ghana will
continue to join all peace-loving nations
in their programs to raise the living
standards of peoples all over the world.

It is our hope and belief that the cur-
rent achievements of the National Re-
demption Council will continue to inspire
Ghanaians in all walks of life so that
Ghana shall be a shining example to all
lovers of peace, freedom, justice and
human progress.

Mr. President, I yield back my own
time.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was com-
municated to the Senate by Mr. Heiting,
one of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the House
had passed the bill (8. 1866) to provide
increases in certain annuities payable
under chapter 83 of title 5, United States
Code, and for other purposes, with an
amendment, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate:

H.R. 25644. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to sell reserved mineral
interests of the United States in certaln land
located in the State of California to the rec-
ord owners of the surface thereof;

H.R. 3901, An act to convey the mineral
rights in certain real property located in _
Seminole County, Fla., to the record owners
of the surface;

H.R. 9440. An act to provide for access to
all duly lcensed psychologists and optome-
trists without prier referral in the Federal
employee health benefits program; and

H.R. 13025. An act to increase the period
during which benefits may be paid under ti-
tle XVI of the Social SBecurlty Act on the
basls of presumptive disability to certain in=-
dividuals who received ald, on the basis of
disability, for December 1973, under a State
plx:n approved under title XIV or XVI of that
act.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 8245) to
amend Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1973.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred, as
indicated: 5

H.R. 2544. An act to authorize the Becretary
of the Interior to sell reserved mineral inter-
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ests of the United States In certain land
located in the State of California to the
record owners of the surface thereof; and

H.R.3801. An act to convey the mineral
rights in certain real property located in
Seminole County, Fla., to the record own-
ers of the surface. Referred to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs,

H.R. 9440, An act to provide for access to
all duly licensed psychologists and optome-
trists without prior referral in the Federal
employee health benefits program. Referred
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

H.R.13025. An act to increase the period
during which benefits may be paid under
title XVI of the Social Security Act on the
basls of presumptive disability to certain
individuals who received aid, on the basis
of disability, for December 1873, under a
State plan approved under title XIV or XVI
of that act. Referred to the Committee on
Finance.

PAY RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE
PRESIDENT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the resolution (S. Res. 293) to dis-
approve pay recommendtions of the
President with respect to rates of pay
for Members of Congress.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair lays before the Senate,
Senate Resolution 293, which will be
stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A resolution (8. 203) to disapprove pay
recommendations of the President with re-
spect to rates of pay for Members of Con-
gress.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the time
between now and 11 a.m, will be equally
divided and controlled by the Senator
from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD) and the
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. Huen
ScorT).

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
yield the time under my control to the
distinguished Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. McGEE) .

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr, President, I
yield the time under my control to the
distinguished Senator from Alaska (Mr.
STEVENS) .

I suggest the absence of a quorum and
ask that the time be charged equally to
both sides.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have
amendments at the desk, and I will ad-
dress those later, without regard to the
outcome of the pending motion.

I see that the distinguished majority
leader is in the Chamber. I want him to
understand that I have very high and
personal regard for him, as he knows:
but I have some substantial questions
about the procedure that has been in-
voked in this instance.

I am now continuing the third minute
of my “filibuster.” We have the strange
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situation that a cloture motion was filed
before the measure was actually taken
up. I understand that the reason why it
was filed was that originally we thought
that the expiration date for the pay
raises under the existing law, the Salary
Act of 1967, was tonight at midnight.
Last Thursday, we were informed that it
was on Saturday the ninth, at 12 p.m,

A cloture motion was filed, and,
through the courtesy of the majority
leader, the vote is being taken this morn-
ing at 11 o’clock, instead of at 11 o’clock
yesterday morning. But the fact still
remains that this cloture motion was filed
and that there have been but 4 hours of
debate on the subject of the pay raises
for the executive branch, the legislative
branch, and the judicial branch of gov-
ernment, under the Salary Act of 1967.
This hour which is set aside for debate
on the cloture motion will be the fifth
hour.

We have a commission in being which
was appointed pursuant to an act of Con-
gress which was passed during the pre-
vious administration, under a system
that everyone at that time acclaimed as
being the system to take pay raises out
of politics. I feel that as a result of the
actions that have been taken in this
body and in Congress this year, the pay
raises have been put back into politics.

We do not have to go too far to find
out what is going on on the other side
of the aisle. I am certain that everyone
knows—at least, I have heard—that
there was a caucus of the majority party
last week at which this subject was dis-
cussed; and I take it that I am an em-
barrassment to the majority party, in
trying to insist that at least some por-
tions of these pay raises should go into
effect, because I take it that the determi-
nation was made that this matter should
be disposed of very quickly.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. STEVENS. I am happy to yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
Senator has been raising some gquestions
directly and indirectly which I think de-
serve answers.

I believe it was last Friday that the
assistant majority leader was able to
come to an agreement relative to a
unanimous-consent request in which the
Senator from Alaska concurred. Am I
correct in that?

Mr. STEVENS. That is correct; but
the Senator from Alaska also understood
that that arrangement would be made so
that the amendments that other mem-
bers of the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service had could be presented. As
a maftter of fact, that was the reason for
the extra day on this cloture motion.

I have served for 5 years on the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service,
and so far I have had 2 minutes to dis-
cuss this bill on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. STEVENS. Yes, sir.

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the Senator has
had only 2 minutes I would say that it is
his own fault because there has been
plenty of time and had the Senator de-
sired to speak we would have stayed in
session to make sure he had all the time
he wanted.
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Furthermore, the Senator from Alas-
ka raised a question about the caucus
held by the Democrats last Wednesday
to discuss a pay raise. A caucus was
held and a discussion was conducted; no
decision was sought; no decision was
achieved; and the purpose of that caucus,
and I must take the responsibility for
calling it, was to lay before the Demo-
crats in conference what the situation
was vis-a-vis the pay raise and to let
them arrive at their own conclusions.

So I would hope that the Senator from
Alaska would not have any idea that
there was anything “underhanded” go-
ing on on this side of the aisle because
that is not the way the Senator from
Montana operates.

Mr. STEVENS. If the Senator from
Montana inferred that from what I said
I certainly want to apologize on the
RECORD.

What I am saying is I feel the matter
was discussed and has been discussed
elsewhere than here on the floor be-
cause it is an election year, and I think
this applies to Senators on both sides of
the aisle; that it is a matter of political
expediency to brush this under the rug
as quickly as possible and not explore
fully the possibility of compromise to
place in effect a portion of these pay
raises for the positions covered by the
recommendations of the Commission.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. STEVENS. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The purpose is not
to push this matter under the rug but
to dispose of it one way or another as
rapidly as possible,

And may I say that I am not in favor
of increases in pay of Supreme Court
Justices. I am not in favor of increases
in the pay of district and appellate
judges or for members of the Cabinet.
I am not in favor of increases in pay for
those in the 16, 17, and 18 grade ranks in
civil service because I think if you are
going to have a pay raise you better
make sure that Congress is on a par with
the Supreme Court, with some of these
16’s, 17’s, and 18's, who, if this goes
through, would go beyond congressional
pay at the present time.

I think a Member of Congress is just
as important and deserves just as much
pay as a member of the Supreme Court,
or a member of the Cabinet, or some of
the civil servants who will get more com-
pensation if this goes through, and if
Congress is excluded, than Members of
Congress are getting.

As far as I am concerned, I think it
is ill timed. We have unions coming
on the line and they are talking about
8 10-percent request as an increase this
year.

It is time for Congress to furnish an
example to the rest of the country and
I would hope that what Congress does
would achieve that objective. There is
no politics, as far as I am concerned or
as far as my colleagues on this side of
the aisle are concerned. It is too bad this
is an election year, which raises the
possiblity of that allegation, but I would
deny that politics is behind the mood of
the Senate, and I think the REecorp
should be made clear in that respect.
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Mr. STEVENS. I thank the majority
leader for his comments, and I am cer-
tain those are his views.

I would say to my friend from Montana
that that may well be and it is his mean-
ing, but the practical effect of this action
is that because it is a pay raise presented
to Congress in an election year that peo-
ple who do not have a chance to vote
here, those people who are by law pre-
vented from being involved in elections
are the ones who are going to be asked
to put their finger in the dike when the
water is spilling over it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the Senator will
vield, they can participate in elections
because they are voters.

Mr. STEVENS. Yes, and I hope they
remember to vote and exercise their pre-
rogatives as far as this instance is con-
cerned because I could not feel more
strongly that we are asking the middle
management of Government and those
members of the bar who have gone on
the bench to set an example to try to
deter the great unions of this country
from seeking a pay raise. I do not think it
will work. They have gone 5 years and
they have seen 5 years of increases an-
nually. There has been an erosion of
their ability to provide for their families;
and we are saying to them by the action
I anticipate here today, “You should put
your finger in the dike; you should stem
inflation.”

If we are going to set an example with
respect to inflation, do not penalize those
in the Federal service. If you want to cut
out Congress, do so. I voted for that. I
think it is wrong, and I believe the dis-
tinguished majority leader feels it is
wrong.

“Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. STEVENS., I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. My heart bleeds for
the position in which the Federal judi-
ciary finds itself. In every State lawyers
are lined up to take positions in the
Federal judiciary. These judges pay
nothing toward retirement; they are in
for life; they get paid this salary for life
even when they retire. As far as the bu-
reaucracy of this country remembering
us if we do not vote in their behalf, I
would hope that they would remember
the country first and the condition in
which we are at the present time, As far
as Members of the Senate and Congress
are concerned, they do not have to keep
this job if they do not want it; they can
retire; and there will be hundreds wait-
ing to take our places, just as there are
hundreds waiting to take the places of
the members of the judiciary who are
complaining so much and who have been
putting on such a tremendous lobby at
this time and over the past several weeks.

That is all I have to say.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. STEVENS. I am happy to yield.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from Alaska knows
that I have expressed my first preference
for the approach by which payments to
Members of Congress would be deferred
for 1 year and a cost-of-living increase
be made to all other officers involved. I
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realize that that is not particularly fair.
It was a concession to those Members of
Congress who cannot bring themselves to
say they are worth receiving an amount
equal to the increase due to inflation and
cost, of living just received in other seg-
ments of the economy. Of course, we are
all aware of the fact that some Members
of this body and the other body who will
vote against the pay raise sincerely hope
one will be enacted, but I think that they
may well have made that impossible.

The position of the distinguished ma-
jority leader has been very clear through-
out. He, as a matter of conscience, has
made it very clear he is opposed to any
pay raise at all, and I respect chat posi-
tion. But I think that in the course of
searching for such advantages with the
voters as may be had by a vote here,
probably the advantage is in casting a
vote which says very positively “I do
not want an increase.” Yet I would safely
predict that 80 percent of the Members
of this body want that increase, and I
would say 80 percent of the Members of
the other body, at least, want that in-
crease. Therefore, I think it is a great
pity that we cannot face up to these
things and say, with courage and candor,
that when there has been a 30-percent
shortfall in the value of one's payment
for one’s service, some part of that should
be made up, or if none of that eatchup
is to be made up, that at least some cost-
of-living allowance be made.

I am aware that there are judges who
are planning to retire if this measure is
defeated, particularly one in my city who
has already retired because he could not
support a family on the present pay. I am
aware of the fact that many of the level
5 employees of the Federal Government,
and those just below level 5, are planning
to leave employment in the Government
because Congress is unwilling to take
care of them.

Now, what is going to happen? What is
going to happen is that if we vote this
down, the pressures are not going to let
up. Every man and woman who is af-
fected by this measure in the executive
and judicial branches of the Government
is going to continue to cite the hardships
on him or her, and Congress is only going
to have to, at some future point, rectify
this injustice.

It would be a more popular thing for
me to stand here, as a Senator, or party
leader, or whatever, and simply go along
with the idea and say, “We do not want
the pay increase.” To my mind that is
not what Senators are saying here in the
cloakroom. That is not what is being felt
in many quarters. And I think we ought
to stand up and say that we are either
worth what we are receiving or we are
not worth it.

I have never known a Member of Con-
gress to be defeated in running for Con-
gress for voting for a pay increase for
Federal employees, including his own.
He has to stand up and prove he is worth
it. I am a member of the board of direc-
tors of this Republic, and I represent 12
million stockholders. They have every
right to hold me strictly to account, and
indeed they do, but I think they want me
to be fair to the employees. I think they
would say, “Well, if you are going to de-
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fer your own pay increase for a year, that
is a foolish thing to do, but it is all right
with us. We do not care when you get
paid, but we do care when we get paid.”
I think we are really working a colossal
injustice on those whom we propose to
pay, or whom the commission proposes
to permit to recoup some of their losses.

When the last pay increase went
through, gasoline was about 35 cents in
different parts of the country for the level
5 employees, for example, and everybody
else. Many cuts of meat were sold at 60
cents, 80 cents, and 90 cents, as against
$3 and $4 a pound now. Milk was about
two-thirds what it is now. I think some
of the Betty Crocker products in the cake
line have not gone up very much. So what
we are saying is that because prices for
milk, gasoline, meat, and other things
have gone up, but cake has not gone up
so much, let them eat cake.

I am not going to be a party to this. I
am getting used to being criticized. I am
getting used to being on the unpopular
side so much Ilately that I guess taking
one more burden on my back is not going
to sink me. I think it is wrong, and, by
golly, I am going to say so. I am going to
say it out loud. I was tempted to sit here
and let the Senator from Alaska and the
Senator from Hawaii take the heat, but
I am not going to do it.

Mr, STEVENS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. ILyield.

Mr. STEVENS. I do not want to leave
the impression that I am taking any
heat. I agree with what the Senator is
saying. I know the Senator from Mon-
tana believes what he is saying. He has
been very open and public about his feel-
ing. What has disturbed me about some
of our people, not only this time but in
1969, is that they said they wanted it but
that they could not vofe for it. That is
Watergate. That was because people said
one thing and did another and others
stood by and did not say a word about it.
Some time we are going to get away from
the concept of political expediency.

The Senator from Montana says, “You
know, anyone can go home.” I may end
up going home because of some of the
things I am going to do in the next 4 or
415 years, but I am not going to go along
with a concept on the floor of the Senate
which is based upon the fact that some
people want you to do something and
urge you to do it but do not have the
guts to do it themselves. That is going
to have to stop, because the American
people are going to realize what they are
doing. That is why we are rated at 21
percent. It is not because we stand up
and say that we think we ought to have a
pay raise. Others, like the Senator from
Montana, say they do not deserve it. I
have great respect for his opinion. I hap-
pen to disagree with it.

I think we ought to have the best
brains that come out of the law schools of
this country on the bench. I do not think
we are going to get them without a pay
increase after 5 years of inflation in this
country. I do not think we would have
competent men on a public corporation
for the exploration of oil and gas, which
has been proposed, at the same time the
Senate takes action which, in effect, says
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that no public servant is worth more than
$36,000 a year. I disagree with that. If a
public oil exploration corporation were
created, it would have to compete with
international oil companies, under the
one proposal that has been made. We
have a railroad that we started, or at
least are keeping going, and not one of
the men in that organization is, in the
opinion of those who oppose these raises
is worth more than $36,000 a year, de-
spite inflation.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President,
if the Senator will yleld further, I want
to put some realism in this thing if I
can. I want to restate my position. If
Members of Congress are fearful of what
the public will do because they have their
pay raised, let it go over until next year.
I think it is the wrong thing to do, but
let it go over. That is all right. But at
least let us be fair to the rest of the
people. Let us see them get at least some
recoupment for all they have lost for
6 years.

What is involved here? Under the Sen-
ator from Alaska's proposal, it is $4.2
million for this fiscal year. Not long ago,
just a few weeks ago, a rocket went up,
misfired, and fell back to earth.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. I just want to
point out that it cost $18 million for that
rocket. This is less than one-fourth of
the cost of one missile that we pooped
away. That is what we are talking about
for the fiscal year—$4.2 million. We blew
$18 million in about 5 minutes. And in
the Vietnam war we blew away every
day enough to pay for many things, and
in 4 days we fired up enough to pay
everybody for the increase in this par-
ticular year.

Now I am prepared to yield to the
Senator from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I wanted to ask
the Senator whether he said $4 million
or $4 billion.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. $4.2 million for
this year.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Does the Senator
recall what the total civilian payroll for
the Government is?

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. I do not have that
figure before me now.,

Mr. MANSFIELD. $64 hillion, and that
includes——

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. That includes the
Armed Forces, of course.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Of course. Exclusive
of the Armed Forces, I think the figure
would be somewhere around $34 billion.
I think those figures mean something.

I would point out that, despite all the
oratory on the part of those who are in
favor of the pay raise, they are not the
only ones wearing white hats. I for one
do not find fault with the judgment of
any Member of the Senate, be he for or
against the pay raise, because I do not
think any Senator is so craven in his
thinking.

Mr. STEVENS, Mr. President, may I
inquire what the time situation is?

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. I will not use any
more time. I think I have made my point
to the Senator from Alaska. What I am
really saying is we will have to do this
all over again if we do not do it now.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Alaska has 4
minutes remaining. The Senator from
Idaho has 15 minutes.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Alaska for yield-
ing to me.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished minority leader has said that
at least 70 percent of the Senators would
like to have a pay raise.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, the
Senator is very modest. I would say that
it would be 80 percent.

Mr. CHURCH. I would say perhaps 100
percent or something very close to it.

I have no disposition to argue the
point. I would like to have a pay raise
too. But I do not believe that is the issue
at hand. And I do not think that Sen-
ators who vote against the pay raise,
even if they might like to have it for
themselves, should be branded as hypo-
crites. The fact of the matter is that
there are other considerations besides
whether or not we would like higher pay.

The Senator from Pennsylvania says
that the proposal of the Sehator from
Alaska would only cost $4.2 million. How-
ever, that is for congressional pay costs
alone. The Senator does not take into
account the cost of the pay raise for the
judiecial and executive branches which
would be over $30 million. And he does
not take into account the principal effect
of lifting the lid, which is to permit all
Federal salaries to rise.

The total cost of such an action is not
to be counted in the millions of dollars,
but in the billions of dollars.

Mr, STEVENS. Mr. President, would
the Senator yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I would like to finish
my statement first, and then I will yield.

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator has made
an inaccurate statement that I would
like to correct.

Mr. CHURCH. In that event, I yield to
the Senator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator from
Pennsylvania is exactly correct. The
cost of my amendment for this year
would be $4.2 million for all officers cov-
ered. I have placed the figures on the
cost of this proposal on the desk of each
Senator. The cost would be $4.2 million
for 1974, $25.8 million for 1975, and
$44.2 million for 1976 and thereafter.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I am
glad to have those figures clarified. How-
ever, they do not go to my major point
which has to do with the indirect costs
that inevitably follow, once we lift the
lid off the top salaries in Government.

The question is, given the state of the
economy today, given an infiation that
is out of control, and given the con-
tinuing deficit spending by the Federal
Government which fuels that inflation,
can we at this time justify lifting the
lid on the entire Federal payroll? For
that is what we would be doing.

I say that we cannot. If that is “poli-
tics,” as the Senator from Alaska has
charged, then I say it is high time we
put the question of top-pay raises back
into politics. It is, after all, a political
question.

I have served in the Senate for nearly
18 years. I have seen precious little self-
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restraint displayed in either the Sen-
ate or the House of Representatives
when it comes to the size of our own
offices and our own staff payrolls.

The only restraint I have noticed is a
brick-and-mortar restraint. Our staffs
would be even larger, and the payroll
even bigger, if we had the space in which
to put the people. It is only the fact that
there is no more space left that imposes
a modicum of restraint on Congress in
this regard. Parkinson's law rules on the
Hill as it does downtown, except as it
may be affected by the lack of space—
not because of the reluctance Congress.
And the same can be said for the way in
which we treat the Federal bureaucracy.

I cited the other day an analysis that
has been made of the Federal payroll.
Congress has been most generous to the
Federal bureaucracy. Every time a pay
ralse comes before us, we grant it. As a
matter of fact, in the last 10 years Fed-
eral pay scales have more than doubled,
rising well ahead of the pace of the in-
flation. And, except for the very high-
est officials in the Government, where
we will never achieve comparability,
Federal pay scales now are not only com-
parable with the pay of people outside
the Government, but generally better
than the pay being received in private
business for comparable work.

So, can it honestly be said that we are
depriving the best-paid people in Gov-
ernment of their just deserts, that we
are being unfair to them?

I recognize that the people at the top
face inflation, like everyone else. But
these people are already getting an in-
come in the top percentage of the in-
comes received by the people of the
country; these people who are already
receiving better pay than 99 percent of
the American people.

Mr. President, in addition to the job
security, civil servants have very gener-
ous pensions and many other fringe
benefits. So, if we take the position, as
some of us do, that in view of the precar-
ious state of the economy, now is the
time for Congress to exercise some re-
straint, and hold the line on the salaries
being paild to the topmost officlals in
the Government, I think there is a good
reason for it.

It has been charged, in the course of
this debate, by the proponents of higher
pay that we who oppose them are suc-
cumbing to politics. I would like to exam-
ine that argument for a moment.

I disagree with the Senator from
Alaska in his assessment of the reasons
why the Presidency and Congress are
today held in such low esteem by the
people. I assure the Senator that it is
not because the people feel that we are
afraid to pay ourselves more money. It is
because the people feel that neither the
Congress nor the Nixon administration
is effectively coming to grips with their
problems. It is because the people feel
that we have not earned more pay.

For the last 2 years, those engaged in
the dialog concerning popular disen-
chantment with Government, liberals
and conservatives alike, have endlessly
pointed to the unresponsiveness of Gov-
ernment, its insensitivity to the felt
needs of the people, its remoteness, its
indifference, indeed its arrogance.




March 6, 197}

How many times have we seen in the
polls that the people feel helpless, be-
cause they sense that the Government is
not paying any attention to them?

Certainly that is true of the Federal
bureaucracy, so entrenched in its own
security that it becomes increasingly in-
different to administration for the con-
venience of the people.

Certainly it is true of the White House
where the exclusive concern centers on
keeping Mr. Nixon in office against the
rising tide. Even the silliest of spats be-
tween Federal agencies go unresolved be-
cause there is no executive direction left.

Still, we are told, in the face of this,
that to oppose increasing our own pay
and that of the best paid people in Gov-
ernment is succumbing to polities.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, ever
since the time of the French Revolution,
we have heard the press referred to as
“the fourth estate.” I am afraid that the
bureaucracy of this country is becoming
so large and so overwhelming that it is
impossible for any administration or any
Congress to be able to determine just
what is going on among the permanent
officials in that fourth branch of the
Government, and the result is that there
are highly paid people down there, who
would come under this bill, who are able
to determine by their own definition the
intent and the application of a law
passed by Congress.

I think that the Federal bureaucracy
is getting out of hand. It is too big. It is
too widespread. It has too many tentacles
spreading into every State of the Union,
and I think it is about time that we
started to bring about a diminution of
that overgrown body of personnel, cost-
ing the Government in excess of $10
billion a year.

I point out that one way a reduction
in the civil service could be brought
about, and I have suggested this to the
last three Presidents, is to decrease the
number when resignations, retirements,
or deaths occur, so that there would be
no filling of the vacancies there are.

The Senator from Idaho is correct.
Parkinson’s law applies not only up
here—as it certainly does—but it ap-
plies downtown. They have been building
empires on empires. And compared with
their counterparts here, I think they
come out ahead.

When I first came to Congress 32 years
ago that was not the case, but I think
comparability has gone out of bounds,
and what we have lost sight of is the
doctrine of equality, which was the in-
tent of Congress when this program
began, to bring about an achievement
of equality between employment in and
outside the Government.

So I do not think this is polities. I think
the people expect us to set an example,
and I think 5 years ago we set a poor
example when we raised the salaries of
the Justices of the Supreme Court and
the Cabinet officers way beyond the
salaries of Members of Congress.

In my opinion, the Members of Con-
gress, outside the President, are the most
important members of this Government.
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Why? Because we have to go home and
face the people. We have to give them an
accounting. We have to make the laws
and we are accountable to our constit-
uencies.

I do not want to see Congress, espe-
cially the Senate, sold short, but I do
think that we have an obligation at this
particular time of high inflation, in-
creasing unemployment, and the energy
crisis, and difficulty within the admin-
istration based on Watergate, to furnish
some kind of an example. If Congress
will not furnish that example to the peo-
ple of this country, who will?

Mr. CHURCH. That is the question,
Mr. President. Who will? Is there any
branch of Government left that remains
responsive to the public feeling? Let
there be no doubt about it: Go out among
the people, where the median income is
less than $10,000 a year, and tell them
about the hardship which forces us to
increase our salaries, when we are al-
ready in the first percentile of incomes in
the country, and you will soon find out
how the public feels. And they are wait-
ing for someone in Government to give
some credence to their feelings.

If that be politics, make the most of it.

I thought that was what this Gov-
ernment was all about. I thought that
was what Congress was all about, that
our primary responsibility was to the
people, not to the bureaucracy, or the
executive, or the courts, but to the people
who send us here to keep their interests
in mind. If we do not do so, rest assured
that no one else will.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator from Idaho
has expired.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, in the
short time remaining, I can only say that
my colleagues from Idaho and Montana
have demonstrated why there should not
be cloture, why we should not be voting
to shut off debate on a bill which affects
50 many people in so many varied ways.

It is an interesting thing to hear a
Senator say, as the Senator from Idaho
says, that we should represent the peo-
ple—the people who sent us here and
sent our predecessors here who voted
for this bill in 1967. They were repre-
senting the people, and they passed this
new mechanism to take the pay raises
out of politics, to take them out of elec-
tion-year demagoguery.

When it comes right down to it, I think
the odds are that this debate will cease,
that there will be no change, and that
the resolution of the Senator from
Idaho disapproving all pay raises will
go into effect.

What happens then? The next Presi-
dent will appoint a commission—because
I am certain this President will not ap-
point another one if his recommenda-
tions are turned down. I would not, if I
were he. That commission will report
back, and 1978, once again in an election
year, Congress will face the question of
a pay raise for the executive, legislative
and judicial branches.

Our colleague from Hawaii (Mr, FoNg)
attempted to answer the point the Sen-
ator from Idaho raised yesterday, and
raised again today, that we are taking
the lid off. But I think the important
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thing for the people of this country to
look at is what the Senator from Mon-
tana said.

He said,

We have unlons out there that are going
to look for pay raises this year.

The Senator from Idaho says there are
people below these people in grades 16
and 17 that are going to want pay raises,
that if we bring about justice for those
who for 5 years have not had any pay
raises, they are going to ask for jus-
tice, too.

I say to my good friend from Idaho, I
thought that is what this country was all
about, equality and justice for everybody.
We have passed four pay raises for peo-
ple in civil service, but there are people
in grades 18, 17, 16, and now 15 who
have not received those pay raises we
passed for the last 4 years. Why? Be-
cause of an arbitrary level established by
Congress that brings about compression.
Now there are 127,000 people in GS-12,
99,600 in 13, and 46,000 in 14, all of whom
will be affected by compression before
the Senate can act on this matter, un-
less we allow the Salary Act of 1967
to work.

I, unfortunately, have no ability to
separate, as I am informed now, the res-
olution of the Senator from Idaho. I
thought that I had, but I find I have not,
and if cloture passes, there is only one
thing to do, and that is again to try to
seek a compromise. But, again stating
my respect for the Senator from Mon-
tana, I say again, the decision not to
have this matter fully explored on the
floor, the decision to have a cloture vote
after 4 hours of debate, represents, in
my opinion, for the first time in the
whole tradition of the Senate, when not
more than two Senators have been able
to speak substantively as members of
the committee which handled the bill
on the floor of the Senate and then for
a total of only 4 hours. We have had
two amendments, by Senators McGEE
and Fowg, and that is all, That is the
only exploration we have made, so far
as any attempt to reach a compromise
is concerned.

Mr. McGEE. Mr, President, the Direc-
tor of the Bureau of the Census, the
Chief of the U.S. Forest Service, the Di-
rector of the National Park Service, Di-
rector of the Smithsonian Institution,
Director of the Bureau of Mines, Com-
missioner of Labor Statistics, and the As-
sociate Administrator for Manned Space
Flight of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration all have something
in common. They are Level V Govern-
ment executives.

As such, they are paid at an annual
rate of $36,000. So, too, are many of their
subordinates in the career service at
grades GS-16, 17, and 18, and even at
the top of GS-15. Right there, we see the
possibility of having five reporting levels
in one office all being paid at the same
rate and constituting what I believe any
competent management analyst would
agree is an administrative and motiva-
tional quagmire.

What is more, these men are under-
pald. Certainly, those who administer
programs of major social, scientific and
economic importance are, in terms of the
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marketplace, being paid significantly
less than similar responsibilities would
earn them in the private sector. But they
are captives to the system that ties their
pay to that of the Congress, Or, as the
Washington Star-News put it in an edi-
torial just yesterday:

The unfortunate thing about it is that
the pay of 10,000 top Federal career officials
is hostage to the silly and somewhat hypo-
critical antics Senate and House members go
through every time the subject of congres-
sional pay comes up,

Already, the quadrennial review of
executive, legislative, and judicial salaries
which has so unnecessarily occupied the
time and attention of the Senate is a
year late. The effect of the White House's
delay in appointing the commission to
make the study has been to thrust the
issue into an election year and thus make
the reluctant even more so.

Buf, Mr. President, the truth is that
we have a problem in Government serv-
ice with regard to fair and comparable
pay for individuals assigned major re-
sponsibilities. Like Members of the Sen-
ate and the House, their pay last was
raised 5 long years ago. Their real in-
come has dwindled and eroded under the
pressure of inflation and rising prices.
Sure, $36,000 a year—or $42,500 a year
for that matter—is by most standards a
handsome salary. But it is not what it
was 5 years ago, in 1969.

The Star-News, in its editorial, sug-
gests legislation be passed separating the
pay of top careerists from that of Mem-
bers on a permanent basis. Others, my-
self among fhem, also are examining the
effect of unifying the systems. In both
instances, the idea is to get some ration-
ality into the salary system for high Gov-
ernment posts. Our actions so far this
week would indicate that rationality is
sorely needed.

The Star-News—and I thank its edi-
tors—also suggests that a one-shot 5.5-
percent raise, equal to the Federal wage
guideline for private employers, could
stand as a reasonable alternative at this
time. As my colleagues are aware, I
thought so, too, until Monday afternoon
at any rate.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent
that the Star-News editorial I have re-
ferred to in these remarks be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbn,
as follows:

[From the Washington Star-News, Mar. 5,
1974]
PAY RAISES

By midnight Saturday, members of Con-
gress will either have a pay raise or they
won'’t, depending on whether their desire for
more money prevalls over their traditional
reluctance to fatten their paychecks during
an election year. The unfortunate thing
about it is that the pay of 10,000 top federal
career officlals is hostage to the silly and
somewhat hypocritical antics Senate and
House members go through everytime the
subject of congressional pay comes up.

At least 85 percent of the members want a
pay ralse and belleve they are justified in
having one. Yet the presumed or real fear of
losing votes back home creates all sorts of
maneuvers. Some oppose any raise. A few
brave solls stand up and declare they are
deserving. Others want to compromise, figur-
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ing that a little something extra won't stir
the voters too much. 3

The fact is that Congress hasn't had a pay
ralse for five years and the full increase pro-
posed by President Nixon (22.5 percent
spread over the next three years in 7.6 per-
cent increments) doesn't seem out of line.
If they can’t bring themselves to approve
that much eight months before the fall elec~
tions, Senator McGee's one-shot 5.5 percent
proposal (the federal wage guideline for pri-
vate employes) is a reasonable alternative.
Voters could hardly object to that, even
though polls indicate they don’t think much
of Congress these days.

If congressmen decide to scrub their own
ralses altogether, they ought at least to find
some way to increase the $36,000 limit now
imposed on top federal career executives.
Not only has the cost of living Increased tre-
mendously the past several years, but their
pay has fallen behind salarles for comparable
Jobs in the private sector,

It is unreasonable to expect these deserv-
ing careerists to wait another year for a pay
raise. It also Is unreasonable to keep salary
adjustments for them tled to congressional
pay Increases, which carry their own set of
speclal political considerations. Legislation
ought to be passed permanently separating
the two.

Mr. McGEE, Mr. President, the two
votes on Monday in which the Senate
overwhelmingly defeated compromise
amendments on Federal pay offered by
Senator Fonc and by me represents, in
my view, a rejection on the part of the
Senate of reasonable means of solving
the present pay dilemma. It is obvious
for whatever reasons, that the Congress
does not wish to come to grips with this
question at this time.

The few Members who spoke in sup-
port of Senator Fong’s amendment and
my own outlined very clearly the havoc
which is being wreaked upon the Federal
pay structure by the unwillingness of
Members to budge an inch in granting
even a token pay increase to Federal offi-
cials who have seen their disposable in-
come diminish year by year since 1969
as infiation has substantially diminished
the purchasing power of their salaries.

If the Senate had chosen to allow the
one-time, 5.5-percent cost-of-living in-
crease which I proposed, it would have,
in effect, been providing only 1.1 percent
per year since 1969 for those officials in-
volved, a pittance when compared with
the ordinary cost-of-living raises to
which every wage earner has become ac-
customed in recent years.

I will not cite the figures indicating the
cost-of-living inecreases since 1969, run-
ning well over 30 percent, which have
been received in the private sector and
by some employees of the Federal Gov-
ernment. These telling figures and the
patent unfairness of denying a pay in-
crease now were clearly spelled out in
Monday’s debate. So I will not labor that
point. I can only express my deep dis-
appointment over the results of those two
votes, my thanks to those who voted to
give some relief to Federal officials rely-
ing upon the Congress, and my determi-
nation to continue this fight until equity
is achieved.

On February 25, I warned the Senate
that however the matter of the Presi-
dent’s pay recommendations was dis-
posed of, the basic problem would re-
main. It is a problem which will not go
away. I am particularly determined,
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after seeing the results of Monday’s vote,
to do everything I possibly can to bring
relief to those who are suffering under
pay-setting procedures which are unfair,
unjust, and apparently intractable to
any rational resolution as long as the
present mood of the Senate prevails.

To emphasize my warning to the Sen-
ate, I introduced S. 3049, a bill to provide
a unified system of pay adjustments for
civilian officials and employees of the
Government. As Members are: aware,
statutory employees, under the com-
parability principle, usually receive ev-
ery year pay adjustments following by
6 months the pay adjustments of the
private sector. Members of Congress,
Federal judges, and Cabinet and sub-
cabinet officials are accorded pay con-
sideration only once every 4 years. As
the pay of the latter group lags, com-
pression builds up in the upper reaches
of the general schedule and a totally
intolerable pay situation has come to
exist—a situation in which significant
groups of high-echelon Federal officials,
reporting one to another, all receive the
same pay. We have been warned of the
results of this—Federal employees in the
executive branch are leaving in appreci-
able numbers, retiring and finding jobs
with no income ceilings; Federal judges
are foregoing liberal retirement benefits
and moving into private practice; and,
even here on Capitol Hill, we are seeing
some top staff seek greener pastures else~
where.

My bill would combine these two sepa~-
rate and conflicting pay procedures. It
would provide that comparability pay ad-
Justments for statutory employees would
continue each fall, and the President
would also recommend each year at the
same {ime appropriate pay recommenda-
tions for Members of Congress, Federal
judges, and Cabinet and subcabinet
officials.

The comparability principle does not
apply to the latter group. Accordingly,
the President’s recommendations would
bz based largely upon cost-of-living in-
creases. Thus, a way out of the compres-
sion dilemma will be opened. I am not
wedded to the provisions of this bill.
Should executive, judicial, and legislative
salaries come up for consideration every
year? Should their pay be tied to the cost
of living? Perhaps some salaries should
be subject to collective bargaining. Per-
haps Members of Congress should no
longer be included in Presidential recom-
mendations and their pay set catch-as-
catch-can by regular congressional pay
hikes as in the old days. I have my own
position on some of these questions, but
in public hearings, I intend to solicit the
views of every responsible individual or
Institution willing to testify—taxpayer
groups, Members of the Senate and
House who believe that certain segments
of the Federal Government population
must be singled out for frugality and sac-
rifice, labor organizations, organizations
of lawyers and others interested in viable
pay scales for the Federal judiciary, and
citizens who are horror stricken by the
idea that a Member of Congress is worth
more than $42,500 a year. I expect to
elicit the testimony of the Civil Service
Commission, the Office of Management
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and Budget, individual employees in
grade GS-18 who have been denied a pay
increase for 5 years, and, possibly, even
middle-management employees who can
see little benefit in being promoted into
positions of higher responsibility which
offer no monetary inducement.

I will be particularly interested in the
views of those who say the folks back
home unalterably oppose pay increases
for Members of Congress. I would like to
ask them whether they will work with
the committee in arriving at a long-term
solution to a question which, at the mo-
ment, is highly charged and fraught with
emotion. It is my strong hope that in the
end, reason will prevail and that there
will emerge from the Senate a rational
and workable measure voted upon in a
spirit of accommodation and in recogni-
tion that this problem simply cannot be
postponed much longer.

ENERGY EMERGENCY ACT—VETO
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
(8. DOC. NO. 93-61)

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. NunN). The Chair lays before
the Senate a veto message from the
President of the United States on S.
2589, the Energy Emergency Act, which
will be spread upon the Journal and will
be considered by the Senate at 3 p.m.
today pursuant to the previous unani-
mous-consent agreement.

The text of the President’s message
is as follows:

To the Senate of the United States:

It is with a deep sense of disappoint-
ment that I return the Energy Emer-
gency Act to the Congress without my
approval.

For almost four months the Congress
has considered urgently needed legisla-
tion to deal with the Nation's energy
problem. After all the hearings and
speeches, all the investigations, accusa-
tions and recriminations, the Congress
has succeeded only in producing legisla-
tion which solves none of the problems,
threatens to undo the progress we have
already made, and creates a host of new
problems.

I share the sense of frustration and
discouragement which must be felt by the
many conscientious legislators who spent
s0 many laborious hours trying to draft
a responsible bill, only to see their efforts
wasted.

BOLLING BACK GAS SUPPLIES

The Energy Emergency Act would set
domestic crude oil prices at such low
levels that the oil industry would be un-
able to sustain its present production of
petroleum products, including gasoline.
It would result in reduced energy sup-
pHes, longer lines at the gas pump, mini-
mal, if any, reduction in gasoline prices,
and worst of all, serious damage to jobs
in America. Unemployment would go up,
and incomes would go down.

Certainly everyone shares the goal of
increasing energy supplies, and our pres-
ent policies are direcfed toward this end.

We now have a system for controlling
crude oil prices at a level consistent with
maintaining and increasing production.
To do this, we are permitting higher
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prices for “new” crude oil in order to
encourage greater domestic production.

Our experience in administering the
crude oil allocation program passed by
the Congress last fall has shown how
difficult it can be if enough flexibility is
not provided by statute. It is our hope
that we can work with the Congress in
the coming weeks to develop a more flexi-
ble allocation program.

The net effect of the price provision of
the Energy Emergency Act would be to
cut the supply of gasoline and other oil
products, and make compulsory ration-
ing of gasoline much more likely. I am
sure the vast majority of Americans
want to avoid an expensive gasoline ra-
tioning program which would do nothing
to increase the supply, would cost $1.5
billion a year to manage, would require
a bureaucracy of as many as 17,000 peo-
ple, and would create problems of fair-
ness and enforcement.

The rollback would not only cut
domestic oil production, but would also
retard imports since in the present en-
vironment oil companies are reluctant to
import oil and gasoline that would have
to be sold at prices far above the domes-
tic prices.

Further, the effects of the price roll-
back would not be confined to the im-
mediate situation. The longer-run con-
sequences could be even more serious. If
we are to achieve energy independence,
hundreds of billions of private dollars
will have to be invested in the develop-
ment of energy from U.S. sources. This
money will not be invested if investors
do not have reasonable assurance of be-
ing able to earn a return in the market-
place. To make the price of oil a politi-
cal football, as this act does, would be a
serious setback for Project Independence.

As we call upon industry to provide
these supplies, I feel very strongly that
we must also insure that oil companies
do not benefit excessively from the
energy problem. I continue to believe
that the most effective remedy for un-
reasonably high profits is the windfall
profits tax which I have proposed. That
tax would eliminate unjust profits for
the oil companies, but instead of re-
ducing supplies, it would encourage ex-
panded research, exploration and pro-
duction of new energy resources. The
Congress is holding hearings on this pro-
posal, and I hope it will move rapidly
toward passage. I urge the Congress to
enact this windfall profits tax as quickly
as possible.

OBJECTIONABLE PROGRAM FOR UNEMPLOYMENT

Beyond the rollback provision, the
Energy Emergency Act is also objection-
able because it would establish an un-
workable and inequitable program of un-
employment payments. Under it, the
Government would be saddled with the
impossible task of determining whether
the unemployment of each of the Na-
tion’s jobless workers is “energy related.”
In addition, eligibility for these benefits
would not take into account the availa-
bility of jobs in the area. There is no
excuse for shoveling out the taxpayer’s
money under a standard so vague and in
a fashion so arbitrary.

The correct answer to the problem of
those who become temporarily unem-
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ployed for any reason, energy or other-
wise, is to strengthen our regular un-
employment insurance program, extend
it to workers not now covered, and pro-
vide additional benefits to those who
lose jobs in areas where high unemploy-
ment rates show that other jobs will be
hard to find. I asked the Congress to
strengthen and extend the unemploy-
ment insurance system last year. I
recently expanded this request to pro-
vide additional benefits in areas of high
unemployment.

I urge the Congress to enact this
latest, expanded proposal.

LOW INTEREST LOANS

In addition, this legislation contains
authority for the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development and the
Small Business Administration to make
low interest loans to homeowners and
small businesses to finance insulation,
storm windows and heating units. If
every eligible homeowner and small
businessman took advantage of this sec-
tion, the result could be an outlay for
federally-guaranteed, low interest loans
of many billions of dollars. The actual
energy savings produced by these vast
expenditures would not justify such an
enormous loan program.

FACING UP TO OUR NEEDS

The energy shortage has been a press-
ing problem for the American people for
several months now. We have made every
effort to soften the impact of this prob-
lem. We have come through this winter
without serious hardship due to heating
oil shortages. We have tried to distribute
gasoline shortages equally. Many are
concerned about rising costs of such
energy supplies as propane, and we have
taken action to reduce these prices while
continuing to inerease supplies. Above all,
we have tried to insure that basic indus-
tries would not be severely affected and
that unemployment due fo the energy
shortage would be kept to a minimum.
We have been largely successful in these
endeavors. But we must be able to ap-
proach this situation in a systematic
fashion that aims not at symptoms, but
at solutions to the problem itself.

The time has passed for political de-
bate and posturing that raise false hopes.
It's time for all of us to face up to this
problem with a greater sense of realism
and responsibility.

Unfortunately, there are some who
have chosen to capitalize on the Nation’s
energy problems in an effort to obtain
purely political benefits. Regrettably, the
few who are so motivated have managed
to produce the delays, confusion, and
finally the tangled and ineffective result
which is before me today. The amend-
ments, counter-amendments, and parlia-
mentary puzzles which have marked the
stumbling route of this bill through the
Congress must well make Americans
wonder what has been going on in Wash-
ington while they confront their own very
real problems. We must now join to-
gether to show the country what good
government means.

We need the authority fo require
energy conservation measures. We need
the direct authority to ration gasoline if,
and only if, rationing becomes necessary,
which it has not. We need the authority
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to require conversion of power plants,
where possible, to permit the use of our
abundant coal reserves. We need a well-
conceived Federal Energy Administra-
tion capable of managing national
energy programs and not the woefully
inadequate Federal Energy Emergency
Administration mandated in S. 2589.

We must, above all else, act to in-
crease our supplies of energy. To meet
this important goal, I have submitted to
the Congress a comprehensive package
of legislative initiatives which I have
repeatedly urged the Congress to pass.
I have offered every possible kind of co-
operation with the Congress in shaping
this vital legislation.

In addition to my requests for a wind-
fall profits tax and unemployment in-
surance plan, the Congress has many
other Administration proposals before it,
including:

—Mandatory reporting of energy in-
formation, a proposal which requires
energy companies to report on in-
ventories, production, cost, and re-
serves with information to be made
public in most cases.

—The Natural Gas Supply Act to al-
low competitive pricing of new gas
supplies and encourage exploration.

—A resolution permitting limited pro-
duction of oil irom Naval Petroleum
Reserve # 1 (Elk Hills) and provid-
ing funds for further exploration
and development of Reserve # 1 and
exploration of Reserve # 4 (Alaska).

—The Mined Area Protection Act, es-
tablishing standards that would per-
mit mining of coal to go forward
while minimizing environmental
impact.

—The Deepwater Port Facilities Act,
authorizing the Secretary of the In-
terior to grant permits for the con-
struction and operation of ports
beyond the three-mile limit,

—The Minerals Leasing Act, placing
all mineral exploration and mining
activities on Federal lands under a
modernized leasing system.

—A drilling investment tax credit to
provide an incentive for exploratory
drilling for new oil and gas fields.

—Creation of a Federal Energy Ad-
ministration to deal with the current
energy problem and to carry out ma-
jor new activities in energy resource
development, energy information
and energy conservation.

—Creation of an Energy Research and
Development Administration to pro-
vide a central agency for Federal
energy research and development
programs.

—Creation of a Department of Energy
and Natural Resources to provide a
new Cabinet department for the
comprehensive management of en-
ergy and natural resource programs.

Further key measures will be proposed
to the Congress in the very near future,
including a set of amendments to our
environmental legislation that would
provide the flexibility necessary to ac-
quire and use our fuel resources most
efficiently in times of shortage. I will
continue to propose legislative initiatives
in order to respond to the changing needs
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and priorities generated by the energy
problem.

In enacting this Energy Emergency Act
after long months of waiting by the
American people, the Congress has sadly
failed in its responsibility. I believe the
Nation expects better. It deserves better.

In returning this bill, I pledge once
again the full cooperation of my Ad-
ministration in the effort to provide en-
ergy legislation which is responsive to
the problems we face and responsible in
its impact on the economy and on the
American people.

RicHARD NIXON.
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CLOTURE MOTION ON SENATE
RESOLUTION 293

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr, NunN). Under the rules of the
Senate, the Senate will now proceed to
the cloture vote. The clerk will state the
cloture motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MoTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby
move to bring to a close the debate upon
Senate Resolution 293, to disapprove the pay
recommendation of the President with re-
spect to rates of pay for Members of Con-
gress.

Mike Mansfield, Quentin Burdick, Frank
Church, George D. Aiken, Harold E. Hughes,
Willlam Proxmire, Gaylord Nelson, Robert
Packwood, Peter H. Dominick, Robert C.
Byrd, Henry M. Jackson, James A. McClure,
Willlam Roth, Jennings Randolph, Harry F.
Byrd, Jr., George McGovern.

CALL OF THE ROLL

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Pursuant to rule XXII, the Chair
now directs the clerk to call the roll to
ascertain the presence of a quorum.

The legislative clerk called the roll and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

[No. 53 Leg.]

Fong

Griffin

Helms

Hruska

Mansfield
., McClure

. McGee

Metzenbaum
Eagleton Mondale Thurmond
Ervin Nelson Tower

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. A quorum is not present.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Sergeant at Arms be di-
rected to request the presence of absent
Senators.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
motion of the Senator from Montana.

The motion was agreed to.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, The Sergeant at Arms will execute
the order of the Senate.

After a delay, the following Senators
entered the Chamber and answered to
their names:

Abourezk
Bartlett
Bayh
Beall
Bennett

Alken
Allen
Baker
Bellmon

Nunn
Randolph
Ribicofl
Scott, Hugh
Stafford
Stevens
Taft

Talmadge

Bentsen
Bible
Blden
Brock
Brooke

Buckley
Burdick
Case
Chliles
Clark
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Hollings
Huddleston
Hughes
Humphrey
Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Johnston
Eennedy
Long
Magnuson
Mathias
MecClellan
MeGovern
McIntyre
Metcalf
Montoya
Moss
Muskie

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Nevada (Mr. Can-
NON) is necessarily absent.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Weick-
ER) is absent due to death in the family.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. A quorum is present.

Cook
Cotton
Cranston

Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell

Percy

Symington
Tunney
Willlams
Young

VOTE

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Pursuant to rule XXII, a rolleall
has been had, and a quorum is present.

The question before the Senate now is,
Is it the sense of the Senate that debate
on Senate Resolution 293, a resolution to
disapprove pay recommendations of the
President with respect to rates of pay for
Members of Congress, shall be brought
to a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory.

The clerk will eall the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
may we have order in the Senate during
this rollcall?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Senators will please take their
seats. Those Senators carrying on con-
versations will please go the cloakroom.
The Senate will he in order.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
CaxnoN) is necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. Cannon) would vote “yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN, I announce that the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
WEICKER) is absent due to death in the
family.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 67,
nays 31, as follows:

[No. 54 Leg.]

YEAS—67

Abourezk
Alken
Allen
Bartlett Goldwater
Bayh Gumey
Bellmon Hansen
Bentsen Hartke
Bible Haskell
Blden Hatfield
Burdick Hathaway
Byrd, Helms

Harry F., Jr. Hollings
Byrd, Robert C. Hruska
Chiles
Church
Clark
Cook
Cranston
Curtis
Dole
Domenicl
Dominick
Eagleton

McGovern
MecIntyre
Metzenbaum
Mondale
Montoya
Muskie
Nelson
Nunn
Packwood
Pastore
Pell

Percy
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoft
Roth
Schwelker
Stennis
Stevenson
Mansfield Symington
Mathias Taft
MeClure Talmadge
McGee

Hughes
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NAYS—31
Griffin

Hart
Huddleston
Inouye
Javits
EKennedy
McClellan
Metcalf
Moss
Pearson
Scott, Hugh
NOT VOTING—2

Cannon Welcker

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. On this vote the yeas are 67 and
the nays are 31. Two-thirds of the Sen-
ators present and voting having voted
in the affirmative, the motion is agreed to.

Each Senator has 1 hour of debate.

The Senator from Wyoming is recog-
nized.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, what is the
parliamentary situation in regard to the
procedure after cloture has been voted?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The pending question is on agree-
ment to the amendment of the Senator
from Idaho.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I want to
make one declaration here in behalf of
the Post Office and Civil Service Commit-
tee. In my judgment the Senate has ex-
pressed its will at all levels. Everyone has
had a chance to be counted on all issues
present in this question.

I want to say now, therefore, that the
Post Office and Civil Service Committee
will very soon, this spring, begin a series
of hearings on this question. We will look
toward revising the law, updating the
law, abolishing the law, enriching the law,
or doing whatever is required to come to
grips with this question.

I do not have to repeat the shortcom-
ings we find ourselves in this morning. I
would hope that we would have out of
the legislative committee a frontal attack
on the apparent problems so that they
might be resolved, no lafter than next
January. It is the hope that anyone with
any expertise, bias, or druthers on the
matter will have testified before the com-
mittee.

We intend to have people from the Of-
fice of Management and Budget, the ad-
ministration, the Civil Service Commis-
sion, consumer groups, taxpayer groups,
and our constituents. We want input. We
are looking now for what we should do,
because it will be worse nexf year and
the year after than this year with re-
spect to the problem of the Federal pay
structure. We are asking for your help.
We will undertake very substantial stud-
ies and hopefully make legislative recom-
mendations on this problem.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McGEE. I yield to the Senator
from Hawaii.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, as the rank-
ing minority member of the Post Office
and Civil Service Committee, I join
with my distinguished chairman in say-
ing that I will do everything possible to
have hearings held on the pay issue.
What I am concerned about is the 28,000
Government employees that will be hit-
ting the ceiling by 1978 if we do not do
anything now. At the present time 9,704
Government employees are at the ceiling.

Bcott,
William L.
Sparkman
Stafford
Stevens
Thurmond
Tower
Tunney
Williams
Young
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If we want to eep our own pay out of
the matter, that is perfectly all right, as
Members of the Congress.

There are 9,704 Government employees
at three levels who all receive pay of
$36,000. In other words, boss No. 1, boss
No. 2, and boss No. 3 all receive $36,000.
If we do not do anything now, it will be
another 4 years before we will have a
quadrennial commission recommend a
salary increase to the President and the
Congress. By that time there will be
another 19,000 Government employees in
the statutory system who will be hitting
the ceiling of $36,000. In other words, at
that particular time, 4 years hence, when
the quadrennial commission recommends
a salary increase, instead of three levels
of supervisory employees receiving $36,-
000, we will have six levels. We will have
almost all of the GS-15, 16, 17, and 18
receiving $36,000 plus some GS-14's. For
example in the Patent Office, the Patent
Commissioner appeared before the Judi-
ciary Committee for his confirmation
hearing. We asked him how many of his
assistants are receiving the same pay as
he is receiving. He said that there were
50 of his assistanis who are receiving
$36,000, the same pay he is getting.

This is the problem of compression.
And I think that if we do not do some-
thing now, we will have a crisis in the
Federal statutory pay system.

I, therefore, join my distinguished col-
league in asking for a quick review of the
present situation.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I
ask recognition on my own time.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I have the
floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Wyoming has the
floor.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I am not
going to use much time. I only wish to
suggest that those who believe that the
law on the books now is unwise in any
way will not move simply to repeal the
law, if that is their wish. I hope that they
start quickly to help us find a new ap-
proach. This law was honestly calculated
to provide an honest judgment and take
out all emotional factors.

Any number of Senators have express-
ed the desire to determine for themselves
the congressional pay level. They, there~
fore, are opposed to the Commission rec-
ommendations to the President. It is not
enough just to wipe it out. We have to be
able to say what we are going to do, how
we are going to attack this question. It
is not going to be easy just to be against
it. We have to come up with something
if we are indeed to restore responsibility,
the responsibility that goes with the Of-
fice of a Senator of the United States.

I think we ought to think of it in those
terms. It is the Office that is at stake.
And if we are not worth it, the people
ought to send someone else here.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President,
will the Senstor yield?

Mr. McGEE. I yield.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I
think the flaw in our situation has now
been demonstrated. We have failed to
do justice to others, because of our fear
to do justice to ourselves. That is a pity,
and it is a tragic situation. I hope that
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the committee, which has done a splen-
did job here, will work out a situation
whereby justice can be done all around,
fairly and equally.

We are saying to the public employees
that we are not going to let them have
a pay raise because it will look bad if
we try to get one for ourselves. And even
if we defer it for ourselves, it will still
look bad. Therefore, the public employ-
ees cannot have it even though they are
entitled to it. ¢

Mr, FONG. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield, we do not tell all the Gov-
ernment employees that they will not get
a raise. We tell the lower- and middle-
level Government employees that we will
give them a raise. However, we tell those
employees who are in GS-15, 16, 17, and
18 that we will not give them a raise
even though all of their salaries are at
the $36,000 level. We are saying to all
Government employees from GS-1 to
GS-14 that they will be given a raise.
However, we are telling the employees
from K GS-15 through GS-18 that they
will not get a raise.

What kind of comparability system
will we have?

If we are to have comparability, let us
not just have comparability for the lower
and middle echelons and not for the up-
per echelons.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. The Senator is
saying that the Senate has screwed up
the system. And we have done it through
an expertise by which we have denied the
obvious and avoided justice and post-
poned the inevitable. This is good Sen-
ate procedure. I have been here for 16
years. There are days when I wonder ex-
actly whom we are misleading.

In any event, I hope that the commit-
tee will consider it carefully and I hope
that they will consider the cost-of-living
increase at all levels.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, will
the Sensator yield?

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. I will yield in a
moment. I believe that this situation is
not going to go away. The sooner that
the committee can act on this matter the
better it will be. We have to find some
way of doing this that will permit Sena-
tors to stand up and face the situation
that confronts us and then do justice to
it and go home and take their chances.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I think we
have to decide, in our legislative efforts,
whether we separate the cost-of-living
factor from the salary equity procedure.
They are two different things.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McGEE. In just a moment I will
yield to the majority leader.

The point of it is that we drafted
the existing law on the books in 1967.
In those tender years the full impact of
the inflationary consequences of the war
in Vietnam, and so on, had not really
caught up with us and, therefore, we
are addressing ourselves to the principle
of pay equity in the Federal structure,
as well as comparability.

Meanwhile, since 1969, when the last
Presidential adjustment was adopted, in-
flation has run away with everybody’s
salary position, except that cost-of-liv-
ing increases were approved by this body
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for every sector, totaling nearly 44 per-
cent in both the private sector and the
public sector since 1969, except for the
top echelon.

It is that inequity that now is press-
ing down on those with administrative
responsibilities, on the Members of this
body, on the office that we here occupy,
and we are asking for help in time to
resolve this kind of a counterproductive
direction of the forces at work, first com-~
parability, and second, now, the conse-
quences of 4 years, or almost 5, of in-
flationary erosion of what once was
equity within the system. We have to re-
establish the equities, even as we account
for the erosions of inflation.

Whether we do that through separate
legislation, whether we do it with an
automatic formula that goes into effect
no matter what happens, as it does with
all other segments, or whether we tie it
into the pay structure, those are the
questions we are going to have to resolve.
We are not going to resolve them by
waiting until next January, and we are
not going to resolve them by looking
the other way and leaving it to the com-
mittee, because the committee tried to do
its work. We tried to be responsible, and
our efforts did not square with the judg-
ment and the timing of this present
moment.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld?

Mr. McGEE. I have promised first to
vield to the majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, let
me say first that the committee is to be
complimented. This is not the easiest
piece of legislation to face up to, and
certainly a solution is most difficult to
come by. No matter what the chairman
and the ranking minority member of the
committee did, they were bound to re-
ceive a lot of flak.

But I note that the distinguished Re-
publican leader and also the chalrman
of the committee and others have men-
tioned the possibility of an increase tied
to the cost of living. I would think that
would be the most logical, the most feas-
ible, and the most easily attainable way,
and I would suggest most respectiully
that in view of the fact that the recom-
mendations of the Commission have been
turned down, consideration should be
given to the abolishment of that Com-
mission, and that the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service consider the en-
actment of legislation, statutory legis-
lation which all Members of both Houses
would have to face up to, for increases
based on the cost of living.

T do not see how anyone in any fashion
could find fault witk that, and it might
be a solution to which the distin-
guished chairman might wish to give
consideration.

Mr. McGEE, I thank the majority
leader for his comments. We are still
stuck with a 30-percent lag already since
1969. We would have to figure out
whether that is an historic factor or not,
but it does suggest the complexity of the
problem.

I yield to the Senator from Tennessee.
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Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I suspect
that the Senator from Alaska may know
the answer to the question I am about
to put to the Senator from Wyoming.
My question is, what do we do next?

Before putting the question, let me say
that I think the whole matter of Congress
setting its own salary is an abomination.
I think it is the granddaddy conflict of
interest of all time. I think our Founding
Fathers who established this Nation were
in fact inspired young leaders, but I think
they goofed when they set up a system
where we have to set our own salaries.
I hope the committee will seek to set up
a means of solution of this dilemma
which we find ourselves repeatedly
facing.

But I ask the chairman of the com-
mittee, what do we do next in seeking to
solve this problem?

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, before re-
sponding, I yield to the Senator from
Alaska, to see whether he can shed any
light on the question.

Mr, STEVENS. Mr. President, I do not
know whether I can shed any light or
not. I think the discussion now taking
place indicates rather strongly why the
Senate should not vote cloture after 4
hours of debate. Now, apparently, we are
going back to the committee and once
again seek to do what some members of
the Post Office and Civil Service Com-
mittee might want to do, or what the ma-
jority leader might suggest.

I have two amendments at the desk
which have not yet been considered. I do
not know whether I will offer them or
not, because there is one thing you learn
early in politics, and that is how to count.

The Senate today, for the first time in
history, has closed off debate after 4
hours, without considering one amend-
ment offered by any member of the com-
mittee other than the two ranking mem-
bers. I think I shall wait and see how
many other Senators want to offer
amendments before I offer mine, and see
whether there is any basis at all for com-
promise here. There were legitimate areas
for compromise on the recommendations
of the Executive Commission on Judieial
and Legislative Salaries. We explored
two. We now have before us a resolution
for complete disapproval, from a Senator
who is not on the committee, which of
course it is entirely his right to offer,
but it seems to me that as a member of
the committee, if I am going to go back
and sit with the chairman again and
listen to testimony again, I think we
ought to know we are going to have a
chance to be heard on this floor before
we have a cloture motion and before de-
bate is shut off, I think this is the worst
thing I have seen done in the Senate
since I have been here. I think every jun-
ior Member wants to consider his position
on the floor of the Senate, as to whether
it really is true that we are equal here in
the Senate and everyone’s voice is the
same,

I cannot answer the question of the
Senator from Tennessee. I want to see if
anyone else wants to offer amendments,
and whether those who have previously
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supported my position will do so affer
cloture being voted under these rather
strange circumstances.

I note to my friends from the South
that this is the first time I have ever
seen Senators from the South vote for
cloture on the first vote after 4 hours of
debate. I think there will be many of us
who will remember that for a great length
of time.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, in response
to the remarks of my colleague from
Alaska, a distinguished member of the
committee, I say there is no intention
to suppress other amendments. As the
Senator knows, we only took a reading
on two, to try to arrive at some kind of
compromise, hopefully, over the weekend,
which could be obtained by an up or down
vote.

The remarks I have just made should
not be construed to preclude any kind of
amendment. I was only outlining a course
ahead, because whatever the Senator of-
fers by way of amendments will not solve
the whole question. It will have to be an
expedient to help solve part of it, and I
think the whole problem is much more
complex than we can resolve here, no
matter how lengthy the debate. And in
all fairness to the balance that will be
necessary in examining the various leg-
islative pitfalls, as well as the directions
we may go, it will require a thorough
study also, in addition to whatever
amendments the Senator has to offer or
may offer.

Mr. STEVENS. I will say to the Senator
from Tennessee, if the Senator will yield
further

Mr. McGEE. I yield.

Mr. STEVENS. That if he will put him-
self in my place and the chairman'’s, he
knows we are going back to committee
and explore whether we ought to scrap
the whole system.

The majority leader announces that
maybe we shoud go on the concept of
a cost-of-living increase. Would you offer
an amendment to seek a compromise to
see whether it is possible to make the
Commission’s recommendations fly at
all? Would you do it right now?

Mr. McGEE, I would be prepared to of-
fer soon a cost-of-living formula and
see whether this body would be inter-
ested in that. I say to my colleague, that
the measure of the Commission formula,
I thought, was tested in the straight up
and down vote we just had here. Even
on the temporary compromises we tried,
we got 17 votes on one approach and 26
votes on the second approach. We had
five or six absentees that day that would
have swelled the total from 26 to 31 or
32. Perhaps it would have to be done
with some other approach which, I must
say, I fail to see, but I am willing to
consider whatever the Senator from
Alaska would be interested in submit-
ing.

Mr. STEVENS. Had it not been for clo-
ture that might have been possible. It
might have been possible to see whether
the Commission, which was, really, the
creature of former President Lyndon B.
Johnson, was one of the great things
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that Mike Monroney thought he had,
which was adopted on the floor of the
Senate, which was to bring about the es-
tablishment of a commission to take us
out of this hassle.

I say to the Senator from Wyoming
that what he is suggesting is that maybe
we should get back in there. As bad as
it is, it is better than it is now. Which
reminds me of a story about Sam Gold-
wyn, which I will tell the Senator about
later.

I tell my friend again, that I say, as
one who sits down at the table from the
two ranking members on the committee,
that when the chairman announces we
are going back to the committee before
amendments have been offered by junior
members, so that they are not brought
up, I think maybe we had better examine
some of the procedures of this body. I
think maybe there may be more people
on the floor of the Senate in the fufure
than there have been in the past, because
I do not think we would have had this
if they knew what was going on in the
Senate—knew how little we have been
able to discuss this matter so far.

Again, this is just one man’s little re-
volt that may be coming, but I am dis-
turbed at the action taken by the Senate
today.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp an
editorial published in the Washington
Star-News for March 5, 1974, entitled
“Pay Raises.”

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

PAY Raises

By midnight Saturday, members of Con-
gress will either have a pay ralse or they
won't, depending on whether their desire for
more money prevalls over their traditional
reluctance to fatten their paychecks during
an election year. The unfortunate thing
about it is that the pay of 10,000 top federal
career officlals is hostage to the silly and
somewhat hypocritical antics Senate and
House members go through everytime the
subject of congressional pay comes up.

At least 85 percent of the members want a
pay ralse and believe they are justified In
having one. Yet the presumed or real fear of
losing votes back home creates all sorts of
maneuvers.. Some oppose any ralse. A few
brave souls stand up and declare they are
deserving. Others want to compromise, figur-
ing that a little something extra won't stir
the voters too much,

The fact is that Congress hasn't had a pay
raise for five years and the full increase pro-
posed by President Nixon (22.56 percent spread
over the next three years In 7.5 percent incre-
ments) doesn't seem out of line, If they can’t
bring themselves to approve that much eight
months before the fall elections, Senator Mc-
Gee's one-shot 5.5 percent proposal (the fed-
eral wage guldeline for private employes) Is
a reasonable alternative. Voters could hardly
object to that, even though polls indicate
they don’t think much of Congress these
days.

If congressmen decide to scrub theilr own
raises altogether, they ought at least to find
some way to lncrease the $36,000 limit now
imposed on top federal career executives. Not
only has the cost of living Increased tremen-
dously the past several years, but their pay
has fallen behind salaries for comparable jobs
in the private sector.
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It is unreasonable to expect these deserv-
ing careerists to walt another year for a pay
raise. It also 1s unreasonable to keep salary
adjustments for them tied to congressional
pay increases, which carry their own set of
speclal political considerations. Legislation
ought to be passed permanently separating
the two.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, may I re-
spond to my colleague for one moment
and to the ranking minority member,
and then I will yield to my colleague Mr.
Hansenw who has been waiting to ask a
question also—or to say something.

I want to say that the Senator is one
of the committee members who stayed
through the entire process, trying to
write legislation to achieve a compro-
mise judgment. He voted every time on
each of the suggestions posed in turn.
He stood up and was counted. He took
what, legislatively at least, was the un-
popular side, as did the ranking minor-
ity member and the chairman of the
committee. We sorted those out as best
we could in the committee sessions. All
told, we had four or five alternatives. We
submitted our outcome here to the floor
as the only vehicle that could command
five votes to get it out of committee. That
was the one we should seriously consider
because it was demeaning to this body.
It excluded Congress from any kind of
formula. We started from that. Then we
took the measure as the other votes had
been. That seemed to concentrate in
larger numbers around the two alter-
natives that surfaced here and we pre-
sented them only in that light. It is sub-
ject to additional amendment. No one
is excluded from any amendments, in-
cluding the options of the Senator from
Alaska. They should be considered with-
ouf prejudice.

Mr. STEVENS. I understand.

Mr. McGEE. There is plenty of air to
be let into the rules of the Senate. There
is plenty of light in the Senate all over
the place, God knows, with the complex-
ities of the question of equitable salaries.
So if the Senator from Alaska thinks he
has been pinched off, disqualified, shoved
back, to whatever he alludes to as “ju-
niority,” I should like to hear about it,

Mr. STEVENS. Mr, President, I should
like to say to my colleague from Wyo-
ming that I was here all day Monday
and most of Tuesday. I am only saying
this because of the fact that there are
people in the judicial branch, in the ex-
ecutive branch, and I think many in the
legislative branch, who wanted to see
something good come out of this Commis-
sion. I think the Senator from Wyoming
has announced the death sentence for the
Commission. I say to the Senator most
respectfully that I think you did it pre-
maturely, before we could explore the
possibilities whether any amendments
we have now could fly. I do not think
they can now. I have got to check with
some of my colleagues to see whether
they can fly. But, they should have. That
is the point. Before cloture, there should
have been some opportunity for others
than just the ranking Members on each
side to explore—

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the
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Senator from Wyoming yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. McGEE. I promised to yield to my
colleague from Wyoming first.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I thank
my distinguished colleague, the chair-
man of the committee, for his courtesy
in yielding to me.

First, let me say that I think this com-
mittee is due an expression of apprecia-
tion from all of us for the tough job it
has had to do, and the very statesman-
like manner in which it tried to seek out
a workable solution because of the ex-
tremely tough and extremely trying diffi-
cult problem it was frying to solve.

There is no question at all but that
it is a fact there are inequities in the
present pay scales. That has been
demonstrated on the floor time and
again,

As a consequence of the facts, and
others, the junior Senator from Wyo-
ming was extremely hard pressed to
know how to vote a little bit ago when
he cast, along with others, a vote that
has resulted in cloture being invoked.

Let me say that, basic to the problem,
to the dilemma that faces each Member
of this Congress, is the fact that by other
derelictions on our part, our failure to
balance budgets, putting more money
into the economy than was contributed
by a comparable contribution on the
basis of goods and services, we have put
many things out of balance.

Certainly Members of Congress are
not overpaid as we contemplate the
erosion of our purchasing power in the
past few years. The same can be said
with equal truthfulness about those eivil
service employees who are now bunched
up, as the distinguished Senator from
Hawaili (Mr. Fone) pointed out to us
only a few moments ago.

Thus, I would hope that we might,
in seeking a better solution to the prob-
lem—which so far seems to have been
suggested—we contemplate also the
great benefit, the great good merit that
I believe would come about if we could,
somehow, get a handle on inflation; be-
cause it certainly is true that there are
many millions of Americans who live on
incomes that have not reflected increases
comparable to the increased cost of liv-
ing in America. There are plenty of peo-
ple whose purchasing power has been
eroded by the inflationary fires contrib-
uted so significantly to by the actions
of Congress. This is part of the problem.
This is why I think I can say, without
fear of contradiction, that a great num-
ber of people throughout America today
are saying, Well, why raise your salary?
Why take care of the situation which
faces those civil service employees, ad-
mitting that it is true, that they are
overpaid today, when we do not address
in a more responsive fashion than we
have so far the erosive force and charac-
ter of inflation upon all jobs and pur-
chasing power everywhere?

I do not have any solution to offer.
I, too, share with my good friend the
senjor Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
McGeg), and the other members of his
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committee, a very deep appreciation,
along with all my other colleagues, for
the good job they have done.

I hope that we can find an answer. I
should hope that as we search out ways
to find the answer to this extremely
tough problem, we would not exclude
taking a more positive position on trying
to control inflation.

I thank my colleague from Wyoming
very much.

Mr. McGEE. I thank the Senator for
his comments.

The simplest way, in hindsight, was to
freeze all wages and prices and every-
thing at the beginning. But we did not
go that route. The President did not go
that route. The result was that we ended
up with everybody having been in-
creased—except for those who are caught
at the top. Inflation is just as real ab
30 percent, whatever the level, and its
consequences, administratively, are very
serious.

That is why it seems inequitable and
unjust to impose a freeze at this late
stage of the game, after 4 years of al-
lowing this steady cost-of-living adjust-
ment in all of the private sector, where
labor is involved and management is in-
volved and all the governmental sectors
except at the top are involved. We were
being ridiculous in arguing that this was
an inflationary process at this stage,
when the total cost of the money allowed
here for congressional pay was about $6
million, in a trillion dollar gross national
product economy, in a $300 billion budg-
etary request. It has to be the utter ele-
ment of the ridiculous to argue this is
an inflationary process at this very late
hour in the whole complex of our eco-
nomic problems of the last 2 years.

I yield to the distinguished Senator
from North Carolina.

Mr. ERVIN. In the absence of a vote,
would not the recommendation of the
President, which was based upon the
findings of the Commission, automati-
cally have gone into force sometime very
soon?

Mr. McGEE. Yes. Without any kind of
action in this body or the other body, it
would have gone into effect on midnight
Saturday.

Mr. ERVIN. And today is the 6th of
March.

Mr. McGEE. That is right.

Mr, ERVIN. The distinguished Sena-
tor from Wyoming has been here long
enough to know that it is very easy to
filibuster for 3 days, in the absence of
a cloture vote. Does not the Senator
from Wyoming believe that it would have
been very easy to have filibustered for
3 days and thereby automatically put the
recommendations of the President into
effect?

Mr. McGEE. It is always possible. Any-
thing is possible in this body, I have
discovered long since. That was not my
intention, but it is irrelevant. That is a
possibility.

Mr. ERVIN. I do not believe it is irrel-
evant. I think the people of the United
States are opposed to any salary increase
at this time, not only for Congress but
also for the Federal judges and for
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highly paid Federal civil employees. So
cloture was the only way that one op-
posed to the whole proposition could be
certain he would be given a right to voice
his sentiments. Otherwise, it would have
gone into effect automatically in about
3 days.

Mr, McGEE. I think that is a realistic
statement. I would suppose that there is
not going to be any great groundswell
among the people for an adjustment even
next year or the next year or the next
year or the next year. Thus, we are con-
tributing to making it worse, because we
are ducking the question.

Mr. ERVIN. I have always been glad
that I voted against the bill to establish
the commission. I think the best way for
Congress to bring itself into the favor
of the people is for the Members of Con-
gress to stand up like men and perform
their constitutional duties, and fix their
own salaries, just as the Constitution
contemplates they should do. So I would
favor the abolition of the commission,
because I opposed it originally and have
always been proud that I did. I always
thought that we should fix our own sal-
aries, just as the Constitution contem-
plates; and if we do not like to do so,
we can quit running for Congress.

Mr. McGEE. I thank the Senator.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, will the Sen~
ator yield?

Mr. McGEE. I yield.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, after listen-
ing to the remarks of the distinguished
majority leader, I am quite sure that
the last few days have not been fruitless.
I think we have convinced him now of
the inequity of the present pay situation.
When the majority leader said that he
thinks we should follow some method
in which cost-of-living increases may be
cranked into the salary system, he has
given way to the very adamant position
he had taken in the beginning, that there
should be no increases. I think what we
have done over the past few days has
been to carry on an educational process
on the floor of the Senate.

I have been a member of the Post Office
and Civil Service Committee for 15 years,
and for the past 50 years the salaries of
Federal blue collar workers have been
based on the principle of comparability.
It has worked so well that we have in-
corporated that principle of compara-
Eénty into the Federal statutory pay sys-

.

Under the blue collar wage structure,
the country is divided into 39 geographic
areas, and every year there is a survey
made of the salaries in private industry
within each area. If the pay for com-
parable jobs in private industry in that
area are more than the wages paid to
Federal blue collar workers, they receive
an increase in wages. Almost every year
there has been an adjustment in the
Federal blue collar wages. It has worked
so well that in 1962 the Congress incor-
porated that principle into the Federal
statutory pay system, so that our white
collar workers are being paid compar-
able salaries to private industry.

The last few days, we have been talk-
ing about the ceiling which has been
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imposed upon the people who are sup-
posed to receive a salary comparable
with that of their counterparts in pri-
vate industry. We have shown that a
middle GS white collar worker and a
lower GS white collar worker will be
recelving a comparable salary as time
goes on. As the salary increases in the
private sector, that will be made com-
parable for these people in the public
sector.

Now that we have carried on this
educational process on the floor of the
Senate, I am sure we have changed the
attitude that has persisted in the Senate
that there should be no increases what-
soever.

The distinguished junior Senator from
Wyoming says that now he understands
and sees that there has been some in-
equity because of the erosion of the pur-
chasing power.

The majority leader is willing to look
into the matter of changing our salaries
by tying it somewhat to the cost-of-
living. With that in mind, I think we in
the committee can work out something
to the satisfaction of the majority leader.
The majority leader, as we know, has
tremendous influence on the floor of
the Senate; and by his statement that
something should be done in that re-
gard, I think we have at least broken
the dike somewhat and we can go back
to the committee and work on a solution
acceptable to the Senate.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr., President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McGEE. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I simply want to
make a unanimous consent request, and
I will tell the distinguished Senator from
Wyoming what it is for.

On February 25, I submitted an amend-
ment to what was then the pending mea-
sure, which was the Dominick amend-
ment. The Dominick amendment is not
now pending; it is the Church substitute.

Mr. McGEE. The Church-Dominick
measure.

Mr. PROXMIRE, I have been informed
by the Parliamentarian that my amend-
ment is not in order now because it was
offered to an amendment which was not
before the Senate and therefore was not
involved in the action we took on the
cloture motion a few moments ago.

For that reason, I have to get unani-
mous consent to have the identification
changed so that this applies to the pend-
ing measure, the Church substitute, not
to the Dominick measure, which would
just take the amendment out of consider-
ation.

Mr. McGEE. May I ask what the
amendment is about?

Mr. PROXMIRE, The amendment
provides that the Senate will have a
chance to stand up and be counted on
whether or not we can separate the
salary increase provisions for Members
of Congress on the one hand and for the
judicial and executive personnel on the
other.

I think the Senator from Hawaii and
others have made a devastating case that
this compression is insufferable, unfair,
inequitable, and not intended. There-
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fore, I wanted my amendment to be be-
fore the Senate for consideration, just
on the basis of giving the Senate an op-
portunity to vote on it. I believe it has
great merit. I hope the Senate will have
an opportunity to vote on it.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from
Wyoming has the floor.

Mr. McGEE. If I may respond quickly,
the position we have explored here as we
have gone along is that that would not
be in order at this stage, having voted
cloture. That kind of amendment would
be a substantive change in the intent of
the law. We would have to go the legis-
lative route. Of course, we can do any-
thing by unanimous consent but I would
be rather moved to object only on the
legislative ground.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I put
the amendment in in good faith on Feb-
ruary 25, long before the cloture motion
was suggested. Now, to be ruled out on a
technicality, although it is germane to
what we are considering, and Congress
should have an opportunity to vote on it,
it seems to me is unfair. It is unfair to
knock this out on a technicality, which is
what would be done if there is an objec-
tion.

Mr. McGEE. The Senator from Michi-
gan has a comment, I believe.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I personally will not ob-
ject to the unanimous-consent request.
I have an amendment I plan to offer, and
frankly I would like to have a vote on
it before we vote on the three branches
separately. My amendment provides that
the recommendations of the Commission
would go into effect with the exception of
U.S. Senators. I think that the Senate
has demonstrated its will that there are
many who feel, as the Senator from
North Carolina feels, that we should
consider and vote on our pay raises as a
separate matter. I do not think we should
impose our judgment on the other House
of Congress. I think they should be free
to make their own decision.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I would be happy to
defer consideration of my amendment.

Mr. GRIFFIN. But I personally think
it is disgraceful and outrageous for us
not fo recognize the merit of raises for
district judges and others and the
serious problem of civil service em-
ployees at the highest level who are being
discriminated against. I think that we
should give the Senate a chance to take
itself out of this and decide later what
to do about the Senate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McGEE. I have control of the floor.
1 yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Why does the Sena~
tor call up that amendment, and keep in
mind at the same time that as far as the
judges are concerned, there are long lines
waiting for any vacancy which may
occur, that the judges pay nothing what-
soever toward their retirement; when
they are in, they are in for life; they
have no campaigns to conduct, and no
outside expenses. All this should be kept
in mind because, as the Senator knows,
the ABA has been conducting quite a
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campaign for an increase in the pay for
judges.

They are in for life, they are fully in-
dependent, they have no campaigns to
conduct. If they want to resign, let them
because there are hundreds and thou-
sands equally qualified and who are
ready, willing, and able.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I am ready to ecall up
the amendment if I can get the floor.

Mr. McGEE. I would have to say that
the moment you start taking that ap-
proach, at that moment you are further
contorting the system. We have generally
agreed to have to start over again and
see how to put it together. We cannot
take one part on the judges or the under
assistant secretary and still achieve
equity. This would be a patchwork
approach.

I am sure you will find a long list of
people waiting to run for the Senate,
by the same token, and we cannot legis-
late meaningfully and constructively on
this matter in that way.

If it requires unanimous consent on the
proposal that is made, because of its
legislative content I would have to ob-
ject reluctantly because I think it prop-
erly belongs in the context of the pro-
cedures of the committee that is going
to carry out its work, but I do not like
to use that phrase, by going directly to
the job at hand without delay.

Mr. PROXMIRE. What my good friend
from Wyoming is doing by objecting is
to prohibit the Senate from having a
chance on vote on separability. We can
act on separability by having Congress
stand up and vote on our increases now.
We can also permit the compression
problem to be solved now. We all under-
stand what this is doing to the legisla-
tive branch ol Congress. But it is a ridic-
ulous situation when in one department
50 or 150 persons are making the same
salary as their superiors. It is not right to
hold them hostage until Congress gives
itself a pay raise. It seems to me that
that is absolutely wrong. But whether
it is right or wrong, the Senate ought
to have an opportunity to stand up and
vote on the question.

Mr. McGEE. I would object, as chair-
man of the committee, only as to the leg-
islative procedure. There is great merit
in what the Senator from Wisconsin
says. But considering how very close we
came on this legislation, this is not the
way to approach it, now that the Sen-
ate has expressed its will in a very gen-
eral way. I do not agree with that, but
I will abide by it. I do not think we
should be legislating in that way. If we
are going to come to grips with the ques-
tion in committee, let us do so.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Parliamentarian
has informed me that there will be an
opportunity later to vote on the ques-
tion when it comes before the Senate,
even with the cloture provisions in
effect, by voting no on the Church
amendment. Senators can then vote
yes on the resolution. This will stop a pay
increase for Members of the Congress
but permit it for the executive and judi-
cial employees.
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Mr. McGEE. I thought the Senator was
offering it now. That is the reason for my
objection.

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield
the floor,

Mr, HART. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. McGEE. I yield to the Senator
from Michigan, who has been waiting to
be heard.

Mr. HART. It goes back to a comment
made earlier. The suggestion was made
that this is a complex question. I suggest
that we have a clearer understanding of
what is involved than we have on 99 per-
cent of the business we do here. Let us
not extend the kidding exercise still fur-
ther by suggesting that the question is
complex.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I have no
further questions.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, may I be
recognized?

Mr. McGEE. Just a moment. I have not
yielded.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, does the
junior Senator from Michigan seek rec-
ognition in his own right?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I would like to have
recognition.

Mr. McGEE. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
recognizes the junior Senator from
Michigan.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I have an
amendment to the resolution at the desk
which I now call up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The second assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

Amendment by Mr. GrFiy to S. Res.
203: Beginning with “for” after “rates of
pay” strike out through the comma follow-
ing “Congress” and insert “for U.S. Senators,
such recommendations having been”.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, this is
a very simple amendment. It will give the
Senate an opportunity to allow the Pres-
ident’s pay recommendations to go into
effect for all those affected except U.S.
Senators.

The mood—the will—of the Senate is
very obvious. Senators do not want to
vote themselves a pay raise.

This amendment recognizes the argu-
ments that have been made, over and
over again, on the Senate floor in the
course of this debate.

Perhaps more time—and hearings
are needed to determine when and what-
ever the salary of Senators should be
adjusted But, so far as I am concerned,
I do not believe more time is needed to
realize that Federal judges and others
affected are entitled to, and need, the
increase recommended. They have not
had a pay raise in 5 years, while the cost
of living has gone up 30 percent during
that period of time.

Even though Senators may conclude
that they should not have a pay raise at
this time, I do not believe that judgment
should stand in the way of providing a
degree of equity and justice for those
who do not happen to serve in the Senate,

Mr. President, I will ask for the yeas
and nays.
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Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry first.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I understand that there
are a number of Senators who will not
be available to vote for at least an hour
because of some responsibilities down-
town. Perhaps we could set a vote on this
amendment for 1:30.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, may
I be recognized? We each have 1 hour.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Has-
KEeLL), The Senator from Montana.

Mr., MANSFIELD. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum, and I would suggest
to the attachés that they get some Sen-
ators here so we could get the yeas and
nays ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the vote on the
pending amendment occur at the hour
of 1:30.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I surely
hope the Senate will turn down the
amendment offered by the distinguished
Senator from Michigan. I can imagine
nothing more demeaning to the Senate
than to take the position that the entire
top echelon of the Government should
receive substantial increases in pay, but
the Senate should be excluded.

From the beginning of this debate, I
have based my position on the argument
that no pay raises, whether for the leg-
islative or the judicial or the executive
branch, are justified at this time. If I
had felt that such pay raises were justi-
fled, I would have favored them for
everyone—Senators, Congressmen, Fed-
eral judges, Cabinet members, Ambassa-
dors, and all those who occupy the top
brackets of the civil service.

It is somewhat chilling to hear the dis-
tinguished Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
Foxnc) remind us that there are pres-
ently 12,000 employees on the Federal
payroll receiving $36,000, the ceiling
wage for civil servants. That is nearly as
large a force as an entire infantry com-
bat division. I remember a time, some
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years ago, when General Motors decided
to hold a convention at Sun Valley for
its top-pald executives. Sun Valley is a
big resort, but General Motors had to
call off its plans because there was not
enough room at Sun Valley, to accommo-
date all the executives of General Motors
receiving $25,000 or more. Where in the
world would be ever put the Federal em-
ployees who today are receiving $36,000,
the top authorized salary in the ecivil
service?

Why do I stress that? Not because I
am not aware that there are many posi-
tions in Government deserving such pay,
but because Congress should be cognizant
of the trend within the civil service. If we
have any sense of responsibility for con-
trolling Federal pay in the interest of the
taxpayers, we must examine the trend.

During the last 5 years, jobs in the low-
est five grades of the general pay sched-
ule have declined by 82,000, or 15 percent,
while positions in the top five categories
have gone up by more than 14 percent, or
55,200 added positions. This is known by
those who understand the lexicon as “up-
ward creep,” whereby the entire salary
level within the civil service is moving in
the direction of the highest paid jobs.
And their numbers have been increasing
so rapidly that, in 5 years alone, more
than 55,000 Federal positions have been
upgraded into the higher categories.

That is why we are paying $64 billion
of the Federal budget for salaries alone;
and it will go above $70 billion next year.

Mr. President, if I believed that we
were doing an injustice to the Federal
judges, the Ambassadors, the Cabinet
members, and the others who receive the
highest salaries in Government, then I
would favor pay increases for all of them.
However, in view of the fact that the
Federal payroll has more than doubled in
the last 10 years; in view of the fact
that we have increased the pay faster
than inflation; and in view of the fact
most employees, at most levels, are get-
ting better pay than others are receiving
for comparable work outside the Gov-
ernment—and this is admitted—I fail to
see an injustice being done if we say this
is not the time to increase pay still fur-
ther for those at the top.

I suggest, Mr. President, that there are
two ways in which one can look at this
question and argue a plausible case. One
can say that these top salaries in Gov-
ernment have not been adjusted since
1969, and that we should raise the lid
now so that all other wages within the
Federal pay structure may go up, includ-
ing those 12,000 positions now frozen at
$36,000 a year level. Or one could take
the position that this is the worst pos-
sible time to raise the lid, in view of the
obvious failure of the Government to
cope with the peoples’ problems, and in
view of the low esteem in which the
people now hold the Congress and the
Nixon administration.

Senators could logically take one posi-
tion or the other. However, I cannot see
how anyone could take the position ad-
vocated by the distinguished Senator
from Michigan. No matter which way we
go, his amendment’s way makes no sense.
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So I would hope that the Senate would
overwhelmingly reject the amendment of
the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RECESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President I
move that the Senate stand in recess un-
til the hour of 1:15 p.m.

The motion was agreed to; and at
12:54 p.m, the Senate took a recess until
1:15 p.m.; whereupon the Senate re-
assembled when called to order by the
Presiding Officer (Mr. HATHAWAY) .

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Harraway). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, before
the Senate votes at 1:30 p.m. under the
unanimous-consent agreement I wish to
state again for the record what this
amendment would do.

Mr, President, this amendment pro-
vides that the recommendations sub-
mitted by the President, would go into
effect, except in the case of US.
Senators.

It seems clear that the will of the Sen-
ate has been registered. There seems
to be a strong view among Senators that
they do not want to vote themselves a pay
increase at this time. That view can be
recognized without adversely affecting
the entitlement of others to an equitable
cost-of-living adjustment.

Mr. President, I am particularly con-
cerned about the situation that con-
fronts Federal district judges. The sal-
ary of a Federal judge is $40,000. I am
sure that sounds like a lot of money to
anyone who makes $10,000 or $15,000. I
well appreciate that. But we cannot over-
look some facts of life. A Federal judge
was making $40,000 5 yvears ago, and dur-
ing that 5-year period the cost of living
has gone up 30 percent.

Furthermore, it is not uncommon for
a top-ranking law student coming out
of law school these days to begin work
with a salary in the neighborhood of
$20,000, one-half the salary of a Federal
judge.

Unfortunately, a growing number of
Federal judges are leaving the bench and
going back to private practice because
those who are really able lawyers can
make much more than $40,000 a year
in the practice of law. Such developments
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are not in the best interests of the Na-
tion.

At a time when there is great concern
about confidence in government, it is
more important than ever to attract and
hold the best and most able lawyers as
judges on the bench.

Accordingly, even though Senators are
reluctant to vote themselves a pay raise,
surely that is no reason for the Senate
to take a much broader step that would
weaken the bench and further weaken
confidence in the Government.

Some have mentioned that my amend-
ment could bring about an unusual situa-
tion in which Members of the House of
Representatives could be paid more than
U.8. Senators. To be sure, that would be
a bit odd and unusual. But I call atten-
tion to the fact that after the Senate fi-
nally acts today, the House will have
plenty of time—between now and mid-
night Saturday—to take action with re-
spect to salaries of House Members.

My amendment does not refer to House
Members because, in accordance with
tradition, each House of Congress ordi-
narily makes such decisions with respect
to its own Members.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr, President, will
the Senator yleld?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I am glad to yield to
the distinguished Senator from West
Virginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. What would the
Senator indicate might be the position
of Senators, like me, who believe that
there should be no increases aft this time
in any of the categories that have been
mentioned in the $36,000 and above,
when we come to face the vote on the

Senator’'s amendment; those of us who
genuinely believe there should be no in-
creases at this time?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Of course, the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia is
free at a later point to vote for the

Church substitute, which would deny
the pay raise for all, as I understand.
I would not presume to tell the Senator
what he should vote, of course.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I support
the Griffin amendment as a reasonable
way out of our current impasse over the
pay raise issue. Although I feel that some
pay raise for all Members of Congress is
justified, if for no other reason than to
compensate for the 30-percent cumula-
tive rate of inflation over the past 4 years,
I will vote for this amendment which
would exclude Senators but give pay
raises to the judiciary and the executive
branch.

It is vital that we be able to attract
and retain able men and women in the
judiciary and in the high levels of Gov-
ernment service. Therefore, I support
this amendment. Not to find some way of
increasing salaries for the judiciary and
executive branch will either resulf in able
people leaving such positions and making
it difficult to attract the most able men
and women in the future, or, will result
in a continuing gross inequity to some of
the ablest and most valuable men and
women in the Federal Government.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
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of 1:30 has arrived. Under the previous
order, the question is on the amendment
of the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
GrIFFIN) . The yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will ecall the roll

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Nevada (Mr. CaN-
NON) is necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
CannoN) would vote “nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. WEICK-
ER) is absent due to death in the family.

The result was announced—yeas 18,
nays 80, as follows:

[No. 55 Leg.]

YEAS—18
Hartke
Hruska
Javits
Kennedy
Long
McGee

NAYS—80

Eastland
Ervin
Fannin
Fulbright
Goldwater
Gravel
Gurney
Hansen
Haskell
Hatfield
Hathaway
Helms
Hollings
Huddleston

Abourezk
Baker
Cotton
Fong
Griffin
Hart

Alken
Allen
Bartlett
Bayh
Beall
Bellmon
Bennett
Bentsen
Bible
Biden
Brock
Brooke
Buckley
Burdick
Byrd, Hughes

Harry P., Jr. Humphrey
Byrd, Robert C. Inouye
Case Jackson
Chiles Johnston
Church Magnuson
Clark Mansfield
Cook Mathlas
Cranston McClellan

is McClure

McGovern
McIntyre
Metzenbaum
Mondale

NOT VOTING—2
Cannon Welcker

So Mr. GriFFIN’s amendment was re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion recurs on the amendment of the
Senator from Idaho.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Idaho. On this ques-
tion the yeas and nays have been ordered.

Mr, STEVENS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Alaska is recognized.

Mr., STEVENS. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inguiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have
an amendment at the desk. Is it possible
for a Senator to modify an amendment
pending at the time cloture was voted
and before the yeas and nays have been
ordered?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Not with-
out unanimous consent.

Montoya
Moss
Muskie
Nelson
Nunn
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Schweiker
Scott, Hugh
Scott

William L.
Sparkman
Stafford
Stennis
Stevenson
Symington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Willlams
Young

Dole
Domenicl
Dominick
Eagleton
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Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I do
have an hour. I will not take the hour.
However, let me explain what I am trying
to do.

This morning the majority leader sug-
gested that we should take the cost-of-
living element and tie any increases in
salary to the cost of living. I have an
amendment pending that would permit
the increases recommended by the Com-
mission in the executive, legislative, and
judicial salaries to the extent of 5.5 per-
cent each year. I seek to modify that
amendment so that we would disapprove
any increase recommended by the Com-
mission and submitted to the Congress
by the President to the extent that any
increase would exceed the increase in
the cost of living as certified by the Bu-
reau of Labor Statisties in the year pre-
ceeding the effective date of the raise
recommended by the Commission.

That takes the suggestion of the ma-
jority leader and ties it directly to the
Commission recommendation. It could
be effective now.

I seek to modify my amendment which
was pending so as to permit a vote on
that proposition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Alaska?

Mr. DOMINICE. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state his parliamentary inquiry.
quiry.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, it is
my understanding that we voted on sub-
stantially the same amendment when it
was offered by the Senator from Wyo-
ming on Monday. Do we vote on it again?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I do not
think the pending amendment that is
now proposed to be modified by the Sen-
ator from Alaska is sufficiently different
to be a different amendment.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I might
state that 5.5 percent is the cost-of-liv-
ing guideline for increases in wages. This
proposal would tie any inereases recom-
mended by the Commission to the actual
increase in the cost of living and state
that the lower of the two would govern.

If the Commission recommended less
than the increase in the cost of living,
that would go into effect, and we would
disapprove any raise that would be in
excess of the increase in the cost of
living in the 12 months preceding the
effective date of the raise as recom-
mended by the Commission.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the proposed modification?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I must
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska has the floor.

Mr. STEVENS. Was there objection,
Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFFICER. There
was objection to the proposed modifica-
tion.
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AMENDMENT NO. 996

Mr, STEVENS. Then I call up my 5.5
percent amendment. It is the amend-
ment which I filed, and should be printed
and at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are two amendments of the Senator
from Alaska pending and at the desk.

Mr. STEVENS. It is amendment No.
996.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. SteveEns’ amendment (No. 996)
is as follows:

Immediately after “pay for” on line 2,
strike all the balance of the resolution and
insert in lieu thereof: *“all offices and posi-
tions referred to in subsection (f) of sec-
tion 225 of the Federal Salary Act of 1967
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and transmitted to the Congress on Febru-
ary 4, 1974, for which increases have been
requested by the President In excess of ap-
proximately 5.5 percent per annum in any
calendar year included in such recommenda-
tlons, and therefore disapproves any recom-
mendation to increase the rates of pay for
executive, legislative, and judicial offices and
positions within the purview of subpara-
graphs (A), (B), (C), and (D) of that sub-
section (f) to the extent such rate would
exceed the following rates:

1974 1975 1976

1974 1976

“'For offices and positions under the executive schedule in sub-
?;Il?pler 11 of chapter 53 of title 5, United States Code, as

ows:
Positions at level 11.._.
Positions at level 11
Positions at level I11..
Positions at level IV_._. -
Positions at level V

For Senators, Members of the House of Representatives and the

Resident Commissioner from Puerto R

Fafro 1|I:lller offices and positions in the legwslatl\ra branch as
ows :
Comptroller General of the United States. .. ... ......
Deputy Comptroller General of the United States

The Public Printer, Librarian of Congress, Architect of the
cm:utol and General Counsel of the General Accounting

and
] g $G3 JDO as follow:
46 9?0
44,621

42 2713
49,906

judges, Court of Milita
Judges, District Courts;

49, 306

44,521 46,970

42,295 44,621

cnrsr Justlr.e of the United States...........

Associate Justices of the Supreme Court._

Judges, Circuit Court of Au%eafs
Pp

toms and Patent A Appeals

udges, Customs Court; judges,
Tax Court of the United States; Director of the Adminis-
trative Office of the U.S. Courts

Deputy D|rectur of the Administrative Office of the U.S.
go Commissioners, Court of Claims; referees in
bsnkruptcy full-time (maximum

Referees in bankruptcy, part-time {(maximum)

The Deputy Public Printer, Deputy lihl‘arlan of Congress,
ssistant Architect of the Gaf
For Jushm Judges, and other personnel in the judicial branch,

37,980 42,273

62, 500
60, 000

et 65,938
63, 300

udges, Court of Ctalms

(H ludges, Court of Cus-

44,838 49, 906

42,200 46, 970

37,980
18,990

42,273
21, 136",

1 Except as provided in Public Law 93-178.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. DOMINICK. On last Monday, we
voted on a 5.5-percent increase proposed
by the Senator from Wyoming. Are we
to vote on the same thing again? Is that
in order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair has not read the pending amend-
ment, and does not have before him the
one the Senate acted upon last Monday.
As soon as the Chair receives that, he
will rule.

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Chair restate
the inquiry?

Mr. DOMINICEK. The inquiry, I will
say to my friend from Alaska, was that
the senior Senator from Wyoming of-
fered a 5.5-percent increase proposal last
Monday, which was voted down by the
Senate, and the question was whether
this amendment, covering the same
ground, was in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will state that the amendment un-
der consideration is in order.

Mr. DOMINICEK. Will the Chair en-
lighten this unenlightened Senator as to
why it is in order, if we have already
voted on it once?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will state that the amendment not
only provides for an increase, but it also
provides a schedule of rates at the end
of the amendment, which, to the Chair's
way of thinking, makes it sufficiently
different from the amendment previously
proposed.

Mr. DOMINICK. I thank the Chair.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
sorry not to have informed the Senator
from Colorado that it was my intention
not to seek a vote on this amendment.

I think had we been able to vote on the
suggestion made by the majority leader,
we might have had an opportunity to
have a successful vote, because I think
he made a very valuable suggestion this
morning, and that is, that we should seek

as members of the committee to explore
some way to have this proposed pay in-
crease tied strictly to cost-of-living in-
creases. Unfortunately, the cloture vote
prevents the consideration of that.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. STEVENS. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. I compliment the Sen-
ator from Alaska in not pursuing this
proposal. I am afraid it is becoming
pretty much a charade; I think we know
pretty much what the feeling of the
membership of the Senate is. I think we
ought to vote on the Church-Dominick
amendment and have it over with, and
let the committee itself work this thing
out next year.

Mr. STEVENS. I agree with the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island. As I said this
morning, the one thing we have to do is
learn how to count. It is not a very com-
plex subject; as the Senator from Michi-
gan says, it is a matter of addition and
subtraction in terms of pay raises. We
certainly ought to know what the votes
allifs and where they are on something like
this.

I am sorry we cannot pursue the ma-
jority leader’s recommendations. After
the exchange that took place here this
morning, and the conversation that I
had with the chairman of our committee,
we went back and did, in fact, work out a
proposal representing what, in fact, was
substantial agreement among Senators
present here on the floor this morning,
that if we would only put pay raises
totally within the framework of adjust-
ments in the cost of living, then perhaps
we would have a solution.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. STEVENS. I yield to the Senator
from Wyoming.

Mr. McGEE. I think the distinction
the Senator makes there is an important
one that we understand for sure, and
that is that there is a difference between
the Cost of Living Council’'s guidelines,
which in January were 5.5 percent, and

the cost of living rise, which is quite a
different thing over the past year. It is
a higher figure than 5.5 percent.

There were several who raised ques-
tions to make sure that we drew that
distinetion. I thought that was the point
of the amendment.

Mr. STEVENS. That is correct, but if
we do not want it to go into effect next
year, we can get together, cooperate, and
cut inflation down, and there will be no
increase. But it would be tied entirely to
the cost-of-living increases prospectively.

So I think the majority leader made a
suggestion that should be explored, and
I was prepared fo explore it.

Mr. President, I think some of us have
some commitments here that we would
like to explore just briefly. I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senate
will be in order.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I would
like to propound a proposal for consider-
ation, after consultation with the Sen-
ator from Alaska, to resolve this current
situation, because of some commitments
that were made to our colleagues who
are in committee sessions elsewhere
around town, that is, with the bureaus,
that we try to reach a time certain this
afternoon on an up or down vote on
the Church-Dominick resolution, and
then, if we can agree upon that time,
we could proceed to do other things, have
colloguies and things like that, that Sen-
ators have requested, but still have the
time certain for the vote.

What has been advocated is that we
agree, if it is acceptable, to an up or
down vote on the Church-Dominick
amendment back to back with the 5§
o'clock vote that is now agreed upon,
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since everyone is in focus on that ap-
proach as to the time. So I would make
that unanimous-consent request.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object—which way does the
back go? Are we placing it before or
after?

Mr. McGEE. It would have to follow—
after.

Mr. BAYH. Then, with all due respect,
I would object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
HateAWAY). Objection is heard.

Mr. BAYH. I think maybe some Sen-
ators here, if we put the vote before,
would have no objection.

Mr. McGEE. I do not think that is a
factor in terms of the discussion here.
Let me rephrase the unanimous-consent
request. I am trying to protect those who
are taking the 5 o’clock vote as a sacred
commitment without other wvotes. We
would like to come as close to that time
as we can. Shall we say 4:45?

Mr. BAYH. I have no objection to any-
thing that will not delay the vote past &
o'clock.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that we agree to a front
to back vote at 4:45 p.m., up and down,
on the Church-Dominick resolution.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—and I do not
know that I shall—but it should be un-
derstood that if the Church-Dominick
substitute prevails, which I rather sus-
pect will be the case, then the resolution
as amended by Church-Dominick would
then be the question. Would there be a
vote on that?

Mr. STEVENS. That would be at 4:30?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, this
would have to go to a final vote, and any
unanimous-consent agreement would
have to accommodate the final vote on
this question.

Mr. BAYH, Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, if that is necessary, I
suggest to the distinguished Senator from
Wyoming that we have it at 4:30 p.m,,
with the understanding that the other
vote will then proceed, and that the
length of the vote will be such that it will
not delay the hour at which we have al-
ready agreed on to vote, at 5 o'clock.

Mr. McGEE., Let me try one more time.
I ask unanimous consent that——

Mr. GRIFFIN. Would the Senator
withhold that request—I do not want to
object—Dbut I will have to say at this time
that I could not agree to it without check-
ing with some of those who are primarily
concerned with the 5 o’clock vote on the
override of the veto.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Herms). The clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McGEE. Mr, President, I yield to
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.

(Mr.
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Corron) who has a matter he would like
to call to the atitention of the committee.

Mr, COTTON. Mr. President, I was
waiting just for a moment because I
was hoping that the Senator from Hawail
(Mr, Fong), the ranking minority mem-
ber of the Post Office and Civil Service
Committee——

Mr. McGEE, In private colloquy be-
forehand, he agreed to leave with me his
proxy for the colloguy.

Mr, COTTON. I will be very happy to
join in the colloquy and to make it very
brief, I reassure the Senator.

Mr. McGEE. Perhaps the Senator can
propound his question at this point.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, in order
to make the record clear, it was some-
time during the latter part—I would now
like the attention of the Chairman, and
the ranking minority member, who has
now come into the Chamber—sometime
during the latter part of the last session
I conferred with the chairman of the
committee, the Senator from Wyoming,
and the ranking minority member, the
distinguished Senator from Hawaii, on
a point that I felt was a matter of or-
dinary justice to many members of our
staffs on the Hill as well as those in
upper grades downtown.

Something more is involved here than
the mafter of salary. For several years
now—4 or 5 years—there have been in-
creases on paper, so to speak, in the
compensation for these people, and they
have been denied those increases because
there has been, as everyone knows, a
ceiling; so that the least experienced and
the younger people on our staffs and the
staffs downtown have been getting cost-
of-living increases from time to time,
while those experienced people—take our
own staffs, for example—who have borne
the brunt of the work through the years
have been frozen at the $36,000 level.

My proposal, which I took up with the
distinguished Senator from Wpyoming
and the distinguished Senator from Ha-
wail before the close of the last session,
as I had hoped to have action then, was
simply this: There should be no increase
in pay, but those whose salary advances
have been frozen while the lower grades
and the less experienced and the younger
people on our staffs had been getting
these raises should have the option to
pay from their own pockets toward their
retirement fund the amount they would
have paid had they not been barred from
receiving the advances that had been ac-
corded all those in the lower grades.

The Senator from Wyoming and the
Senator from Hawaii, as always, were
kindly and sympathetic. But they felt
that it would cause them confusion to
make that attempt last session, when the
whole matter of the pay raise was going
to be taken up immediately in this ses-
sion. They indicated that if the whole
pay raise situation was advanced and
was adjusted, it might not be necessary.
I agreed with that and made no effort
to get action on this bill.

Now the situation is different. Once
more we have apparently marched up the
hill and marched down again, and it does
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not look as though a raise at this time is
going to take effect for these people.

This is my important point, and this
is the point to which I should like to di-
rect the attention of the Senator from
Wyoming, particularly. In his remarks
after the vote on cloture, the Senator
from Wyoming said that it would be the
purpose of the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service fo go into this whole
matter, start from the beginning, and
review the whole situation, which has
been so unsatisfactory and has worked
out so unfortunately, and try, not later
than the first of next January, to come
back to the Senate with some kind of
new proposal that would try to bring
this matter into line. That is a sentiment
with which I thoroughly sympathize, and
I commend him for it. However, it leaves
the people about whom the Senator from
New Hampshire and some others are par-
ticularly concerned out in the cold.

For example, to be perfectly frank
about this, as everyone knows, the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is retiring
from the Senate the first of next January.
I have on my staff three or four people
who have been with me nearly 25 years.
They had not received the last two or
three increases because their salaries
have been frozen. I know that others are
in that situation. I know that there are
people downtown in the upper grades in
that situation. I feel that they should not
be frozen out, because that is exactly
what would happen if nothing were done
al.lgggt this until the first of January of

Mr. President, this would work both
ways in the matter of economy. In the
last few months we have lost some rather
valuable people from the committee
staffs, from the committees on which I
serve, who I think would have remained
with us if by doing so their retirement
would have been increased somewhat.
They at least would have waited until
the end of this year and perhaps the end
of next year to retire. On the other
hand, there are many who would like
to retire and are planning to retire in
the not far distant future, and they
would be more likely to retire if they
were able to receive even the small ad-
ditional retirement for which they would
be paying from their own pockets, from
their frozen salaries.

My purpose is to appeal to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wyoming, the
chairman of the committee, and the dis-
tinguished Senator from Hawaii, the
ranking minority member, and ask them
if they would consider this matter im-
mediately. I realize that there are prob-
lems connected with it—the question of
whether we go back to January, whether
we go back fto the last raise, and other
questions that have to be considered.
For that reason, I did not file an amend-
ment at the desk to bring up after cloture
and try to bring this matter to a head.

In view of that fact, in view of the
fact that this, in the opinion of this
Senator, is at least just plain, ordinary
justice for a group of people who have
been and will be shut out and discrimi-
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nated against if we wait until next Jan-
uary, I should like to appeal to them on
this point, as to whether they would be
willing to take it up immediately and,
if possible, get some action which could
be retroactive at least to the 1st day of
January, 1974.

Mr. McGEE. I say to the Senator from
New Hampshire that we would indeed
guarantee that we would separate that
from whatever ongoing action we would
be considering for next January, if that
were the time, and that we will get at
this right away. I cannot promise the
Senator what the decision may be, be-
cause of the complications to which he
alludes; but we would not tie it in with
the delay until next January, for un-
derstandable reasons. We would give it
every consideration and report to him
as well as to this body as quickly as
we could arrive at a decision.

Mr. COTTON. Should the Senator
from New Hampshire put this in the form
of a bill, introduced and referred for that
purpose?

Mr. McGEE. It is in the committee at
the present time. At the end of last year,
as the Senator will recall, he first ad-
vanced this proposal. So we were pre-
pared to consider it in the light of what-
ever the legislative language ought to be,
if it were to be covered adequately before
passing judgment.

Mr. COTTON. It is not in the form of
a bill presently before the committee.

Mr. McGEE. No, it would be a bill
structured by the committee staff in light
of the dimensions of the problem, which
vary somewhat.

Mr. COTTON. And the Senator from
New Hampshire and others would be
given the opportunity to discuss it?

Mr, McGEE. To be heard; exactly.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, in answer
to the distinguished Senator from New
Hampshire concerning this problem, he
has discussed this matter with me and
with the chairman of the committee at
great length, trying to make up some
equity for those who have been denied
comparable pay. As of today a GS-18 has
lost $11,557 from comparable pay he
would have gotten if the ceiling had not
been in effect over the past 3 years.

Under the pay comparability principle
with that in the private sector this GS-
18 should be receiving $43,926. This is the
amount his counterpart in industry is re-
ceiving today. But by placing the ceiling
of his pay at $36,000, he has been de-
prived of $7,926 in annual salary as of
today.

This GS-18 employee during the years
1971 through 1973 has lost an aggregate
of $11,657. So, Mr. President, you can see
that this question raised by the distin-
guished Senator from New Hampshire
merits very serious consideration. This is
particularly true when one looks at it
from the standpoint of retirement pay.
Because the GS-18 lost $11,557 over the
past 3 years, from the standpoint of re-
tirement and assuming this employee re-
tired today at age 55 with a life expec-
tancy of about 19.3 more years, this em-
ployee would be losing $44,100 in retire-
ment annuity.
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So I would say that I, for one, as the
minority member of this committee
would look into this matter seriously be-
cause I think it deserves every consid-
eration. How we are going to do it, I do
not know.

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator
from Hawaii, but I want to hasten to
add one admonition, These figures he has
been reading frighten me somewhat and
I think they may frighten the committee.
I want the Recorp to show clearly that as
far as the Senator from New Hampshire
is concerned he is not suggesting for one
single moment, first, that any of this
salary be paid——

Mr. FONG. I brought that matter up
only from the standpoint of the great
injustice that has been done.

Mr. COTTON. I understand. Second,
the Senator from New Hampshire is not
even suggesting that the individuals in
question be allowed to pay up the differ-
ence in contributions over this full time
but only at their option back to such
time, if it is only to last January, to make
up for what happened today. One objec-
tion was placed, which will be raised
again, and that was that all must be
compelled; there should be no exception;
they would be compelled to pay it. Other-
wise it would cause too much work, trou-
ble, and hookkeeping downtown in the
Civil Service Department. That does not
cause me to shed any tears in the first
place. This all stops the first day of
January, 1975, if we are only involved
for 1 year. We might give them more but
it is 1 year. Some employees might not
be financially able to make this invest-
ment and to protect themselves, and
therefore not do it.

In the first place, it is not a continu-
ing bookkeeping problem. I do not be-
lieve it would be an unnecessary burden
on the civil service department down-
town to take care of this matter if the
committee, the Senate, and the House
decide in favor of this one small step
toward bringing justice to people be-
cause of their long service and because
of their age, and perhaps because of
changes in circumstances, such as the
fact that their Senators and Representa-
tives decided to terminate their service
by January 5, 1975.

So I hope that will not be considered
against us. I wanted to make the RECORD
clear.

Mr. FONG. The Senator has my as-
surance we will look into the matter
seriously.

Mr. COTTON. And be as generous as
possible?

Mr. FONG. Yes, we will try.

Mr. COTTON. Will you try hard?

Mr. FONG. Very hard.

Mr. COTTON. I detect much more
reluctance on the part of my good, dis-
tinguished minority leader on the com-
mittee than I did from the Democratic
chairman. I wanted to get him in line,
if I could.

Mr. McGEE. It is only a matter of
realism. The majority of the committee
has to be brought in. }

Mr. COTTON. The Senator from
Wyoming has a very warm heart.
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Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Montana has a request.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the vote on the
Church-Dominick amendment occur at
the hour of 2:40 p.m., that the first vote
take the usual 15 minutes, to be followed
immediately by a vote on final passage,
that vote to take 10 minutes; and after
that vote then to immediately take up
the President’s veto message on the
energy emergency bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Alaska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I wish
to state to my good friend from Wyo-
ming that I have checked the several
efforts made on the matter and have
seen the outcome of the votes on the
amendment by the Senator from Mich-
igan (Mr. GrirrFIn) . It is apparent there
is no reason to proceed with these
amendments, but I would like to have
some indication of what the timing
would be by the committee to explore
this process. I still have great fear we
are going through another year of in-
flation and that we will be back next
year when the second year of these rec-
ommendations would come into effect.
We may be so far out of line we will
actually see the total decay of the civil
service system.

I pointed out the other day the num-
ber of people leaving from middle man-
agement, a 43-percent increase in re-
tirements and departures of middle
management from the executive branch.

I think we ought to have some under-
standing of the timetable involved in the
committee’s further explorations as to
the solution of the problem.

Mr. McGEE. I would want to respond,
and my colleague (Mr. Foxne) would want
to respond that, in the light of the lead-
ership of the Senator from Alaska on this
question, and his pressing for respon-
sibility on the part of the Senate in re-
gard to it, and the expressions manifested
here in the colloquies this morning, they
would certainly require the committee
chairman to commit himself to the ear-
liest possible action on the cost-of-living
mechanism formula rather than hold
that up in a package until next January,
as intimated in earlier remarks. I think
there is surfacing a real sense in this
body of the realism of that and its equi-
ties and something that the individual
voters and taxpayers likewise understand
as the cost of living.

So it would be our hope that we could
have hearings and committee action that
would consume only a matter of weeks,
rather than a matter of months, and
proceed without any intentional or par-
liamentary delays.

Mr. STEVENS. Is it the Senator from
Wyoming's and the Senator from Ha-
walii's feeling that the committee could
get to this matter so that we could assure
the people who would be affected by the
pay raises which are now going to be dis-
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approved that, if they stay with their ca-
reers, we will do all we can to see that
some type of increase, hopefully some-
thing like the wage board automatic in-
creases, would be within the realm of
reasonable anticipation for the next
fiscal year?

Mr, McGEE. I would think that they
would be within the realm of reasonable
anticipation. Long since have we learned
not to be absolute in our predictions. I
have not been in touch with Jimmy the
Greek to see what the odds are, but those
odds will be enhanced by the grim deter-
mination of both the ranking Republican
member of the committee and the chair-
man to expedite it in any way within
reason.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I will say
to the Senator from Alaska that origi-
nally I was pessimistic as to what the
committee would do even if it went back
to committee for further consideration,
but after the colloquy this morning and
after hearing the majority leader say
that, somehow, the cost of living could
be tied into the pay matter we were dis-
cussing, I am now quite optimistic. If we
go back to the committee and report out
a reasonable solution I believe the ma-
jority leader may be willing to accept it.

So with that optimistic tone, I would
urge the distinguished Senator from Wy-
oming, who is chairman of the commit-
tee, to proceed with haste on this mat-
ter. I will help him in every respect to
have the matter resolved in committee.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
grateful to the Senator from Wyoming
and the Senator from Hawail for their
comments. We all know when we have
had the count of 10, and we have cer-
tainly had a full count on this resolu-
tion. Again, I can only express my real
concern that we may have shelved the
only real mechanism for bringing about
equity in an area that is absolutely
fraught with total pressures on those
who are involved in the elective process.

I felt, when I first came here, that this
was a real solution to the problem of fac-
ing up to the concepts of adjustments in
compensation for those who are on the
levels in the Government that are repre-
sented by the commission’s jurisdiction.
I hope we are not seeing the time when
we are going to go back to the concept
of getting around to look at this matter
every 10 or 15 years and towards the con-
cept that we would take up pay increases
only in nonelection years. I for one would
advocate it whether it is in an election
or nonelection year, whether I am up for
election or the Senator is up for election.
I think equity requires the concept of
comparable pay for comparable work
and that it should be the guideline for
Federal pay.

Mr. FONG. I will say to the Senator
from Alaska he should not be pessimistic
and should not be depressed because, in
view of the debate we have carried on
in the way of enlightenment and edu-
cation, I think we have educated and
have enlightened many of our colleagues
who did not understand the basic prin-
ciple of how this pay adjustment was
made. I think now they are beginning to
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realize there is a gross inequity for those
in the upper echelons covered by this
resolution. They are now beginning to
feel something must be done. After lis-
tening to the words of the distinguished
majority leader, the Senator from Wyo-
ming, or, I should say, the Senator from
Montana——

Mr. McGEE. I heard the Senator the
first time.

Mr. FONG. I hope some day the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wyoming will
be the majority leader, but after hear-
ing the distinguished majority leader
say that, somehow, we should consider
tying the cost-of-living increase to the
salaries which now exist, I have taken
heart, and I think, we can go back to
committee and work out a reasonable
solution. I hope the majority leader will
accept the recommendation of the com-
mittee and something will be done for the
10,000 top echelon employees who are
now at the celling and who have no
prospect of any increase for the next 4
years if nothing is done by us. I do hope
we will be able to work out a solution.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator.

I withdraw all my amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments of the Senator from Alaska
are withdrawn.

Mr, CURTIS. Mr, President——

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I have the
floor. We have a unanimous-consent
agreement to vote in 3 minutes. I prom-
ised to respond to the Senator from
Vermont, who wanted to ask a question
about the pay commission.

Mr. ATIEEN. How was the commission
which makes these recommendations
made up?

Mr. McGEE. The commission estab-
lished in 1967 is made up of 9 members, 3
of them appointed by the President, one
of whom being designated as chairman
by the President; two members appointed
by the President of the Senate; two ap-
pointed by the Speaker of the House of
Representatives; and two appointed by
the Chief Justice of the United States.

Mr. ATKEN. Why did Congress trans-
fer its responsibility to an agency which
we might say is more associated with
the executive branch? Why did not Con-
gress itself undertake this respon-
sibility ?

Mr. McGEE. Congress had four of its
Members on the commission.

Mr. ATEEN. Out of 11.

Mr. McGEE. Two from the Senate
and two from the House. There was a
commission level as the legislation was
drawn, but it was established as a result
of previous experience, namely, to try
to get an outside group to make a judg-
ment, so that the Congress would not
be accused of feathering its own nest or
carrying its own water—whatever you
want to call it. Those recommendations
were to be submitted to the President,
who would submit them to Congress.
Congress reserved to itself the right to
disallow them. But the reason for the
formula was that Congress ought not to
do it.
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Mr. AIKEN. How much better would
it be to have Federal judges on the com-
mission than to have Congress fixing its
own salaries.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired. The question
is on agreeing

Mr. ATEEN. Because a large part of
those salaries now proposed relate to
salaries on the judiciary system.

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, there
is another element of this pay raise which
I believe merits Senate recognition and
debate. While it is my understanding
that this particular measure is immune
from amendment except for specific pro-
visions in the resolution itself, I none-
theless believe that a comment ought to
be made here in regard to the thousands
of Federal employees who are receiving
military retirement pay in addition to
their regular salaries.

Most experts estimate that there are
currently about 100,000 military pen=-
sioners holding Federal jobs—all of
whom received their fourth pay raise in
a year last January 1.

While most Federal workers and re-
tired military people got two raises in a
year, the estimated 100,000 so-called
double-dippers got four because they
are on the Federal payroll and military
pension at the same time.

In two reports issued by the National
Taxpayers Union, W. Sidney Taylor, the
national research director, called the
Dual Compensation Act of 1964 an “out-
rageous raid” on the U.S. Treasury. Ac-
cording to the NTU reports, there are
some 300 “unretired retireds” who could
be affected by this pay raise and are now
making over $50,000 a year—while their
colleagues who are sitting at the next
desk are limited to $36,000 annually.

According to a Civil Service Commis-
sion study, the average military pension
is about $6,000. About half of the mili-
tary pensioners earn $12,000 to $21,000
at their Federal jobs and receive their
pensions in addition.

Taking the current estimate, however,
of 100,000 “double-dippers” at the aver-
age pension of $6,000; this Government
is currently spending over $600 million—
over half of a billion dollars—annually
to fatten up the pockets of thousands who
no more need their pensions than we need
a cold.

The NTU study also claims that there
are even “double-dippers” in the White
House and in the Congress. According to
the report, there are at least 45 pension-
ers in the White House and another 15
in the Congress. Even more Congressmen
are now holding Reserve commissions.

Mr. President, the NTU study makes a
very profound argument in their charges
that the double dippers take jobs from
the unemployed, stymie promotions and
give the military too much control over
other Federal civilian agencies.

This is not meant to put the blame on
the military pensioners. In fact, the re-
tired regular officers are not permitted to
take their full pensions while serving in
their Federal jobs. In addition, there are
many military retirees who require their
pensions and who are in the lower levels
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of our government bureaucracy. But, cer-
tainly there is a point where the excess
pension money needs to be revoked.

I believe that at least those military
pensioners receiving $36,000 per year
should be the first to be considered in a
stricter dual compensation law.

I sincerely hope that in the months
ahead, my colleagues in the Senate will
express their views on this matter in an
effort to give this question the full debate
which it is entitled to.

I ask unanimous consent that the re-
ports of the National Taxpayers Union
be inserted into the Recorb.

There being no objection, the reports
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

TAXPAYERS OPPOSE CONGRESSIONAL PAY RAISES

WaHinGTON, D.C. February 19, 1974—In a
letter to Congressman Thaddeus J, Dulskli,
Chairman of the House Post Office and Civil
Bervice Committee, the National Taxpayers
Unlon today strongly opposed the White
House proposal for a 22% pay raise (over
3 years) for Senators, Congressmen, Presi-
dential appointees, Federal judges and super-
grade (GS-16 and up) Federal employees.

Some of the key polnts made by Sid Taylor,
Research Director for the NTU were:

“This special pay raise for the 11,400 Fed~-
eral officials or employees at $36,000 a year
and higher salaries lacks “legislative account-
ability"”. As submitted, it constitutes “decep~
tive democracy’”. It will automatically be=-
come law in 30 days and without any re-
corded vote by Congress. Nobody will know
who voted for or against it. This introduces
a new trend towards “painless spending"” in
Washington. This type of legislative mal-
practice ignores the inflationary pain—being
passed on to the American taxpayer. This 1s
not merely a distortion of law making. It is
a real threat to representative government
in America. Congress should have the cour-
age and integrity to stand up and vote on its
own pay raise. It should not abdicate this
important function to the White House.”

“This pay raise introduces serlous ques-
tlons as to the propriety and constitution-
ality (separation of powers) of having the
Executive Branch ralsing the salarles of the
Legislative Branch of government. In view
of possible impeachment action by Congress,
this White House pay raise proposal for
Congress 1s somewhat like a defense attorney
glving the jury a pay ralse in the middle of
the trial.”

“A serlous defect in the analysis preceding
this pay raise proposal is the fact that it
overlooks the number of retired military now
in high grade (836,000 a yr and up) Federal
jobs who also collect dual compensation.
Some Senators and Congressmen fall into
this category (Double Dippers). NTU esti-
mates that there are now about 300 Federal
officials or employees at the supergrade and
above pay levels who are collecting dual
compensation. With the new pay scales,
many of these so called Double Dippers will
be collecting well over $50,000 a year (com-
bined pay and pension while “retired” on the
Federal payroll. This windfall for the profes-
slonal retired military was made possible by
the Pentagon sponsored Dual Compensation
Act of 1964 (PL 88-448)."

“This Act permits the professional military
as an exclusive group (no other Federal re-
tirees are allowed to do this including Civil
Bervice and Soclal Security retirees) to col-
lect their full Federal pay and Federal pen-
slon while “retired” on the Federal payroll.
It is an outrage against the Amerlcan tax-
payer who is being made to pay “double” to
militarize his own Federal government in
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Washington. Giving these officlals or em-
ployees at £36,000 a year salaries and up—
who also collect dual compensation—a 22%
pay raise is like sending food stamps to J.
Paul Getty or Howard Hughes.”

“We are not against hiring retired mili-
tary in high grade Federal jobs if they are
capable and competitively selected. We are
against paying them ‘double’ while on the
Federal payroll. With an all time record Fed-
eral budget of 2304 billion and a possible 822
billlon deficit for FY T6—the continuance
of dual compensation for Federal officlals is
not only inflationary and a form of Pentagon
Fat—it 1s a ‘high crime’ against the Amer-
ican taxpayer.”

“Outdated Federal pay ralse legislation has
created an ‘Infiation Frankenstein’ in Wash-
ington. Endless, automatic combined military
and civillan pay increases are a primary
source of American inflation—and reason for
the swollen Pentagon budget of $85 billlon.
American business and industry cannot com-
pete with, nor the taxpayer support, a self-
pay ralsing Federal bureaucracy of 5,054,261
personnel (military and civilian) with a pay-
roll cost to the taxpayer of $56 billion a
year. Inflationary pay ralses are providing
statistics (Bureau of Labor Statistics) that
Justify another cycle of even more Federal
pay raises. Pay ralses are creating pay raises.”

“The American taxpayer is also being kept
in the dark about the approximately 100,000
Federal employees (below supergrade or $36,-
000 a yr) who as professional military retirees
are also collecting dual compensation. This
new and expensive breed of double-pay, un-
retired-retired, Federal bureaucrat just
received a 5.5% military pension increase on
1 Jan. 1974. They are also scheduled for a
new Federal military-eivilian pay raise in Oct
1974, In hidden defense payroll/pension
costs, the Dual Compensation Act windfall
is now costing the American taxpayer about
$600 million & year!”

“When Harry Truman was President, mili-
tary retirees were limited to a dual compen-
sation ‘ceiling’ (combined Federal pay and
pension) of 3,000 per year. Under President
Eisenhower this was raised to $10,000 a year.
Under President Lyndon Johnson, the ceiling
was completely removed and today about
95,000 military retirees on the Federal pay-
roll have unlimited dual compensation. Even
welfare and social security recipients are not
allowed thls windfall. The only exception is
retired regular officers (only 6% of the 100,-
000) who are limited to about 60% of their
pension. It may be historically significant
that LBJ who signed the Dual Compensation
Act into law was a reserve Nayvy Commander
himself."”

“A danger exists in the growth ‘Pentagon
Connection’ of having professional military
retirees collecting dual compensation in key
Federal jobs throughout the government,
Some are now in key positions in the White
House, the Senate, the House of Representa-
tives, the General Accounting Office, the Civ-
il SBervice Commission and even supporting
units of the Supreme Court."”

“In summary, and as antl-inflation meas-
ures, the NTU recommends:

1. All Federal pay raise or spending legis-
lation from now on should be enacted into
law only by a recorded vote by the members
of Congress.

2. If a Congressional pay raise is enacted
into law, it should be limited to 7% (instead
of the proposed 22%).

3. As part of the Congressional pay raise
legislation, an amendment should be made
to the Dual Compensation Act of 1964 (PL
88-448) as follows: “No Federal officlal or
employee (including members of Congress)
shall be permitted to collect dual compensa-
tion while on the Federal payroll in any
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Federal job or position with a galary or pay
scale that exceeds 836,000 per year.”

4. Congressional hearings should be held,
before Oct. 1974, date of next Federal mili-
tary-civilien pay raise) to investigate the
costs, impact and dangers of the Dual Com-
pensation Act of 1964."

DousLE DrppERs DIPPING DEEPER

WasHINGTON, D.C., December 28, 1973.—
“As of 1 January 1974, more than 100,000
military retirees now collecting ‘dual com-
pensation’ in jobs on the Federal payroll
will also get a cost of living increase of 5.5%.
Officers with regular commissions will also
get a ‘dual compensation exemption in-
crease from 52895 to $3054 a year according
to Sid Taylor, Research Director of the Na-
tional Taxpayers Union.” Taylor a World
War II veteran (infantry and Air Force) also
sald:

“The Dual Compensation Act of 1964 (PL
88-448) which permits this raid on the US.
Treasury is an outrage against the American
taxpayer who is being made to pay ‘double’
to militarize his own Federal government in
Washington.”

“Some Double Dippers in Federal jobs now
have a combined pay-pension income of over
$50,000 a year. Soclal Security retirees, Civil
Service retirees or un-retired veterans of Viet
Nam, Korea or WWII are not allowed dual
compensation while on the Federal payroll.”

“There are even 15 military retiree “Dou-
ble Dippers"” in Congress itself, These include
such notables as Congressman Carl Albert,
Speaker of the House (a retired Army
Colonel) and Senators Barry Goldwater,
Howard Cannon and Strom Thurmond—
three retired Major Generals. There are also
an estimated 45 Double Dippers on the White
House staff. Retired Army Genersal Alexander
M. Halg, Jr. is the highest placed Double
Dipper in the Executive Branch, In Congress,
Speaker of the House Carl Albert qualifies
as the ‘Big Dipper’ with a combined pay/
pension of $66,270 a year. General Halg in
the White House as Assistant to the Presi-
dent by comparison struggles along on a Fed-
eral salary of $42,500 per year plus a dusl
compensation military pension of $14,400 &

“pension increases for military retirees
now collecting ‘dusl compensation’ in Fed-
eral jobs is a kind of Reverse Robin Hood.
It 18 not only taxing the poor to ald the
rich, it is like sending food stamps and ex-
tra welfare checks to all Cadillac owners.”

“Dual compensation for some members of
Congress, in an era of soaring infiation, gov-
ernment deficits and oppressive taxation,
casts a shadow of impropriety over the en-
tire legislative branch of government. Double
Dippers on the White House payroll raises a
question of the ability of the Executive
Branch to combat inflation or control gov-
ernment spending.”

“A deadly side effect of the Dual Com-
pensation Act is that it is using taxpayer’s
money to subsidize and create a '‘Pentagon
Junta' of military retirees in almost every
office and Agency of the Federal government
today. Federal Agencies such as Defense,
Dept. of Transportation, Treasury, VA, NASA,
Interior, Commerce, Labor, HUD, HEW and
even the Civil Service Commission are being
loaded down with Double Dippers in key
jobs. Nobody knows how many are in the
CIA, FBI, NSA, GAO or other special agen-
cies such as the Postal Service. Even the
new Office of Petroleum Allocation in the
Interior Dept was headed until recently by a
retired Admiral (Eli Reich). The Washing-
ton Metro Subway System (a $3 billion tax-
payer disaster area) is maneaged by a refired
Army General collecting dual compensation.
This militarization of almost all Federal
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Agenclea directly stems from the dual com-
pensation windfall for the military brass.”

“Like farm subsidies where the farmer
gets pald for NOT farming, the profes-
sional Pentagon military now get pald for
NOT retiring. This is creating an entire-
ly new and expensive breed of Federal bu-
reaucrat—the ‘unretired retired’ who get
pald double while on the Federal payroll.
This special pay/pension subsidy almost in-
sures & completely militarized Federal Civil
Service by 1984.”

“We are not agailnst hiring retired mil-
itary in Federal jobs if they are fairly and
competitively selected. We are against pay-
ing them double. We are also against 'steal-
ing' Federal jobs through the Pentagon
Buddy System of collusive hiring and pro-
motion. We are also against loopholes that
allow military retirees to raid the Civil Serv-
ice Retirement Fund by pension recom-
putation after 5 years on the Federal pay-
roll. This Pund has an unfunded lability of
over $B68 billion. The military retirement
fund is even worse off with an unfunded lia-
bility around $137 billion.”

“The Pentagon ‘Buddy System’ of hiring
and promotion—fueled by the Dual Com-
pensation Act of 1964—Iis creating the big-
gest Federal job ‘spolls system’ in Civil
Service history. This time it's the military
and not the politicians that are raiding the
system. NTU estimates that 1 out of every
5 Federal job hirings or promotions involv-
ing military retirees are done in violation
of public laws or Civil Bervice regulations
prescribing merit promotion, competitive

selection or equal employment opportunity.
Ironically, thousands of unemployed or un-
retired veterans are among the victims of
job oppor-

these lost or stolen Federal
tunities.”

To reduce government costs and avold the
peril of a “militarized” Congress, 8id Taylor
proposes that:

1. President Nixon as Commander in Chief
should terminate the military reserve com-
missions of:

(a) All members of Congress (Senators or
Congressmen) while they are in public of«
fice and voting on defense legislation or
military benefits or spending.

(b) All employees of the Legislative
Branch—particularly key Congressional staff
aides and General Accounting Office (GAO)
analysts who are directly involved in prepar-
ing or reviewing defense legislation or mili-
tary spending,

2. The 15 members of Congress now receliv-
ing “dual compensation” in military retire-
ment pensions from the Pentagon should vol-
untarily relinquish these monies while they
are in public office.

3. The President, Congress and the Ameri-
can taxpayer should insist upon full scale
Congressional investigation and hearings into
the costs and dangers of the Dual Compen-~
sation Act of 1964.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a deep
sense of being treated unfairly as to sal-
aries prevails among the Federal court
judges. This has been vividly and sin-
cerely expressed in a letter to me from
24 of the 29 district court judges in the
southern district of New York.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the letter printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

FEBRUARY T, 1874,
Hon. Jacos K. JAvVITS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENaTOR JaviTs: Federal judges, now
slated (along with members of Congress and
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others) for a 7.5% pay increase in each of
three successive years, have had no increases
in five years. Anyone who deserves to be on
the bench in this area could earn at least
three or four times his current salary in
private practice. While it 1s not suggested
that judicial salaries should be comparable,
the modest adjustment now proposed (still
leaving us below the earnings of junior part-
ners In law firms) seems minimal.

In these circumstances, we, the under-

district judges, respectfully suggest
that those opposing the increase do not ade-
quately appreclate the problem as it affects
the judges of the lower federal courts. If
members of the Congress mean this opposi-
tion for themselves alone, the position may
be different. As to judges, however, whose
freedom to earn extra money is (as it should
be) sharply circumscribed, there is no justi-
fication whatever for withholding the long
overdue adjustment. Salaries of judges have
been frozen at 1969 levels while most federal
employees have enjoyed cost-of-living in-
creases almost annually with the result that
their current compensation is approximately
30% above 1969 rates.

We take the liberty of urging, earnestly
and respectfully, that you resist the efforts
to veto the increase as it applles to judges.

Very truly yours,

David N. Edelstein, Marvin E, Frankel,
Morris E. Lasker, Kevin Thomas
Duffy, Constance Baker Motley,
John M. Cannella, Robert J. Ward,
Dudley B. Bonsal, Murray I. Gurfein,
Thomas P. Griesa, Lawrence W.
Plerce, Whitman Enapp.

Lloyd F. MacMahon, Milton Pollack,
Edmund L. Palmieri, Frederick vP.
Bryan, William C. Conner, Arnold
Bauman, Irving Ben Cooper, Charles
H. Tenney, Robert L, Carter, Charles
M. Metzner, Inzer B. Wyatt, Harold
R. Tyler, Jr.

Mr. JAVITS. Also I believe that the
top officials of the executive and legisla-
tive branches have a fair case for the in-
crease recommended by the President’s
Commission. There has not been a pay
adjustment for these people in 5 years
when the Consumer Price Index has
risen 29.5 percent. In addition the sal-
aries in private enterprise have risen
from 25 to 30 percent for comparable
jobs. The recommendation of the Presi-
dent’s Commission are consistent with
cost of living guidelines and are neces-
sary if the Federal Government is to
continue to attract and keep top talent.
This is certainly money well spent and I
do not believe it would be wise to further
defer these increases.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, we have
heard a lot of pieties uttered during the
course of this debate. Let us be frank,
and admit that our reluctance to allow
the proposed pay raises to go into ef-
fect is motivated not by a concern for the
budget. not by any real doubt that the
raise is justified by objective standards,
but by political cowardice; and in the
process, we are holding hostage recom-
mended raises affecting more than 15,-
000 Federal judges and senior -civil
servants.

Since the pay levels were established
for these men and women 5 years ago,
the cost-of-living index has risen by 29.3
percent. During the intervening years,
average hourly earnings in the nonfarm
economy have risen 29.5 percent, and

" 5505

the executive pay in private enterprise
has risen between 25 and 30 percent.
Over the past several years, we have
routinely voted cost-of-living adjust-
ments for every other category of Fed-
eral employees. Why the Senate now
balks at a proposal that would result,
over the next 3 years, in a 22.5-percent
adjustment is beyond me. If we assume
a 5-percent rate of inflation between
now and 1977, the proposed adjustments
would mean that over the 8-year period
since the last pay adjustment in 1969, all
of us—the Congress, Federal judges,
senior public servants—will have experi-
enced a net 2214-percent reduction in
the purchasing power of our pay.

There are those who will say, I know,
that we have all been overpaid in the
first instance. To this I will make just
two comments: The first is that in my
own State, there are well over a hundred
individuals on the New York State pay-
roll who are receiving more than we are
now, and I understand that this number
is due to double in the next year or so.
Many of these New Yorkers are currently
receiving substantially more than the
amount we would be receiving after the
third incremental increase became ef-
fective in 1976. Second, the base pay
scale was set below the levels recom-
mended 5 years ago by an independent
commission that made a careful com-
parison between the pay received by
Members of Congress, judges, and senior
Federal executives, and the pay received
in comparable jobs elsewhere in the
country.

What concerns me most about the
adoption of the Church-Dominick
amendment, which will process the pay
seales at the levels set in 1967, is that it
will become inecreasingly difficult to at-
tract to the Federal Government the
kind of talent we need. I personally have
found that a number of highly quali-
fied lawyers are disqualifying themselves
from service as Federal judges, because
of the financial sacrifices that would be
entailed if they took the jobs. To attract
qualified individuals, the salaries must
be commensurate with those paid in the
private sector.

Mr. President, on the merits, the case
for a pay raise is undeniable. That the
political qualms of Members of this body
will cause a rejection of the proposed in-
creases is all too apparent. But it is not
my understanding that decisions should
be made here on the basis of politics, but
on the basis of merit. Therefore, I will
vote against the Church-Dominick
amendment.

CONGRESSIONAL PAY INCREASE NOT JUSTIFIED

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, as
Senators we have been chosen to repre-
sent, to the best of our abilities, the hopes
and aspirations of the American people.

We will succeed in solving the serious
problems that confront our Nation only
when we engender the confidence of the
citizens we represent. In 1974, cynicism
has replaced confidence in every corner
of this land.

As Americans sit in gas lines, they
wonder if Senators and Congressmen and
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‘Government executives are also sitting
in gas lines.

As Americans pay as much as 20 per-
cent more than they did last year, they
wonder if Senators and Congressmen and
Government executives feel the same
pinch on their weekly budgets.

As Americans wait for the solutions to
their economic problems, they wonder if
Senators and Congressmen arnd Govern-
ment executives can really know and
understand their plight.

The most important domestic concern
for the American people today is infla-
tion. Hardly a day goes by without some
new announcement about economic
crisis—about the cost of living increas-
ing or wholesale prices going up. There
are no easy answers inveolving fiscal and
monetary manipulations.

Today we not only experience gallop-
ing inflation, we also have rconomic stag-
nation which may cause a fall off in the
gross national product by as much as 4
percent in the first quarter. A new word
has even been coined to describe the cur-
rent condition—"stagflation.”

It is an important time for thoc= of us
in positions of responsibility to demon-
strate that sacrifice must be made if we
are to pull America out of its economic
tailspin, This pay increase heing re-
quested by the administration is perhaps
only a drop in the bucket compared fo
the vast spending that takes place on the
Federal level.

But our pay has come to symbolize the
plight of the average workingman, and
it is up to us to make the sacrifice.

Mr. President, I am sorry that we have
had to spend so much time debating the
subject of our own proposed pay increase.
But in these extreordinary times, the
subject we discuss today may well bear
on the ability of Government #self to
retrieve the confidence of the people.

If such is the case, and if we act as
we pronerly should to reject this ill-
timed provosal. the time we have spent
on the floor of the Senate this week mav
well contribute to the beginning of the
end of cvnicism in this countrv.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, one of
the most consistent comments I have
received lately on the entire question of
pay increases deals with the merits of
the matter. The Washington Post's as-
tute observer on the Federal scene, Mike
Cansey, addresses himself to the oues-
tion of merit in a recent column. I ask
unanimous consent that this column be
printed at this point in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

MeriTs oF Pay Raise Areg IGNORED
(By Mike Causey)

The legislative raln dance over a “‘con-
gressional” pay raise is embarrassing, stupid
and has almost nothing to do with the mer-
its—or demerits—of the case.

Because of the bad political timing of Mr.
Nixon's belated pay proposals our elected
officials, saints and snakes, 1iberals and con=-
servatives, family men, churchgoers, states-
men and hacks have all had to act like
eleven-year-old boys sneaking a smoke In
the washroom,
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House members who are champions of a
more honest and open government last week
skulked away from a Post Office-Civil Service
Committee meeting so they would not be
forced to cast an honest and open vote on
a politically loaded guestion which is, what
are they worth?

Yesterday, the counterpart Senate com-

mittee voted 6-3 to exclude any members of
Congress from raises for the next two years,
although most congressmen want it and are
already planning ways to get it come next
January.
Most of the public ire and press attention
over the administration-backed pay ralses
has been directed at the 536 members of
Congress who would receive a 7.6 per cent
raise next month, their first in five years.
They would get another 7.5 per cent next
year, and a final 7.6 per cent in 1976. The
cost would equal the money “lost” to the
taxpayers when the government shut down
here because of a 2-inch snowfall.

Walting in the wings, while Congress de-
cides what it should do about a $2,200 per
member raise (from the current $42500)
are 842 federal judges and court officials, 600
political appointees and 10,000 top career
executives, VA medical personnel and For-
elgn SBervice officeers. \

The political appointees and judges are
held down because of the congressional pay
celling, and career federal civil servants in
turn are held down by the political salary lid.

The complicated federal-executive salary
system is based on & law that says the Presi-
dent, Chief Justice and leaders of Congress
should appoint an outside panel every four
years to study pay. That panel is supposed to
report to the President who in turn is sup-
posed to pass along his recommendations as
part of the next federal budget.

To avold exactly what has happened this
week, the law was set up so that the pay
recommendations are made in non-election
years. President Nixon threw that out of
whack when he did not appoint his panel
members in time, so that the recommenda~-
tions could have been made in early 1973.

That action of the Senate Committee
yesterday, if upheld by the full Senate,
would be to deny—in theory—ralses this year
next and in 1976 to congressmen while non-
elected political officials get them. The Sen-
ate is more likely to kill the pay proposals
for everybody, which will mean added pay
“compression” problems for career federal
workers.

Rank-and-file federal pay has gone up
from 25 to 31 per cent (depending on whose
statistics are at hand) in the past five years.
Once officlals reach the $36,000 level, however,
they are “frozen” because that is the present
maximum. Currently there are 10,000 civil
servants at that level, although they hold a
wide variety of jobs and responsibility.

The General Accounting Office has warned
that the lack of pay raises and differentials
at the top of the clvil service will cause
the best officials to retire, and has already
caused top talents to refuse promotions be-
cause the added responsibility doesn't carry
any added money.

Many members of Congress still remem-
ber the public beating they took in March
1969, when they permitted themselves a 41
per cent pay raise. It had been five years
then since Congress had dared ask the tax-
payers for more money, and ten years before
that. If Congress keeps putting off a pay
raise until it feels the political climate is
safe, we may be in for another 41 per cent
whopper.

There is an outside chance that the Senate
might reverse its Post Office-Clvil Service
Committee this week, and vote that every-
body get a 7.5 per cent ralse effective next
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month. More likely, it will kill the pay raise
proposals for itself, for judges and political
and career appointees.

If that happens, you can bet there will
be a pay raise proposal in 1976 that will
make the present three-step 22 per cent raise
seem downright modest.

Meantime, more career workers will be
bunching in at the same pay levels, more
good lawyers will refuse federal judgships
and more hard-pressed, nonmillionaire elect-
ed officlals will dip into their stationery
funds and other back-door accounts to help
make ends meet.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques=-
tion is on agreeing to the Church-Domi-
nick amendment, No. 991. The yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

Mr. METCALF. On this vote I have
a pair with the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. Cannon). If he were permitted to
vote, he would vote “yea.” If I were at
liberty to vote, I would vote “nay.” I
withhold my vote.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Nevada (Mr. CaN=
wow) is necessarily absent.

Mr, GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. WEICKER)
is absent due to death in the family.

The result was announced—yeas 69,
nays 28, as follows:

[No. 56 Leg.]

YEAS—69
Fannin
Fulbright
Goldwater
Gravel
Gurney
Hansen
Hartke
Haskell

Hatfield
Hathaway

Mondale
Montoya
Moss
Muskie
Nelson
Nunn
Packwood
Pastore
Pell
Randolph
Ribicoff
Roth
Schwelker
Sparkman
Stafford
Stevenson
Symington
Taft

Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Young

Abourezk
Alken
Allen
Bartlett
Bayh
Bellmon
Bentsen
Bible
Biden
Burdick
Byrd, Helms
Harry ., Jr. Hollings
Byrd, Robert C. Hruska
Chiles Humphrey
Church Jackson
Clark Johnston
Cook Long
Cranston Magnuson
Curtis Mansfield
Dole MecClellan
Domenicl McClure
Dominick McGovern
Eagleton McIntyre
Ervin Metzenbaum

NAYS—28
Grifin

Hart
Huddleston
Hughes
Inouye
Javits
Kennedy
Mathias

Percy
Proxmire
Scott, Hugh
Bcott,
Willlam L.
Stennis
Btevens
Tunney
Williams

Baker
eall

B
Bennett
Brock
Brooke
Buckley
Case
Cotton
Eastland McGee
Fong Pearson
PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS

PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—1

Metcalf, agalnst,
NOT VOTING—2

Cannon Welcker

So the Church-Dominick amendment
(No. 991) was agreed to.
SENATOR RANDOLPH OPPOSES PAY RAISES AT
THIS TIME
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I am
opposed, as I have said earlier, to pay
raises for legislative, executive, and judi-
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cial officers, which also includes senior
military officials. This is not an appro-
priate time for top officials of Govern-
ment to receive pay raises. We are talk-
ing about raising those who presently
receive $36,000 or more a year.

Citizens are faced with problems so
acute that they cause great anxiety, un-
certainty, and a pessimistic mood
throughout our Nation. The family food
and fuel shoppers are faced with long
waiting lines and skyrocketing costs and
tempers are wearing short. The mood of
the Nation is reflected in some cases by
pent up emotions being released in an
uncharactistically hostile manner.

More than ever the people are looking
for leadership and affirmative action by
their Government.

Mr. President, we have had real diffi-
culty in passing legislation to help cope
with the fuels and energy erisis. The
Congress has not enacted measures to
control inflation. These are two vital na-
tional problems that impact all citizens,
particularly low- and middle-income.
Americans generally will be disappointed
if the Congress establishes a high prior-
ity for the salaries of its Members. They
will not be fooled by the easy enactment
provisions of the pay raise which go into
effect by an unusual procedure of Presi-
dential recommendations becoming law
unless disapproved by either House of
Congress.

What of the other levels of Govern-
ment? What are the salaries of our Gov-
ernors and State officials? We should
tighten our belts. There are certain ex-
penses that are allowed for Governors.
But in most States their salaries are
not adequate, especially when compared
to the Congress.

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to
disapprove the entire recommendation
for pay raises by the President.

We well know we are in an almost un-
paralleled inflationary economy and
when we set a precedent we will surely
signal to others to do the same. There
are citizens whose salaries we control by
legislation and they are more desperate
and in greater need. How will we answer
them? I speak of the retired Government
worker, the handicapped, and disabled.
Will we tell them that our salaries come
first?

I call attention to information com-
piled by the Council of State Govern-
ments. This information was current as
of late 1973.

The only States paying their Gover-
nors more than a Member of Congress
receives are:

California .- ___. e e S $40, 100
Georgla
Ilinois
Michigan

Mr. President, I am convinced that the
case against pay raises, at this time is
strong. The Senate, I believe, will register
its disapproval by a large majority.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, as this
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body knows, I strongly support the con-
cept of fair and equitable pay for those
who govern and administer this Nation.
We will soon again be debating various
resolutions dealing with the President’s
pay proposal for the executive, judicial,
and legislative branches. Two of this Na-
tion’s most esteemed newspapers, the
Chicago Tribune and the New York
Times have recently expressed their
opinions in editorials. I ask unanimous
consent that these editorials be printed
at this point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
orp, as follows:

[From the Chicago Tribune, Feb. 11, 1974]
FAcEs—SHUDDER—A PaY RAISE

The above editorial suggests why Congress
may do something few would expect of it—
reject a pay ralse.

President Nixon has proposed a three-step
ralse for federal judges, members of Congress,
cabinet officers, and government adminis-
trators which would amount to about 7.6
per cent a year for the next three years.

District court judges would go from $40,000
to $49,700 a year by 1976. Members of Con-
gress and appeals court judges would go from
$42,500 to $52,800. The $36,000 & year ceiling
on civil service administrators’ salaries would
be increased to $44,700.

Cabinet officers and Supreme Court justices
would have their salaries raised from $60,000
to $64,500 by next year.

Under the law, Congress does not have to
take any affirmative actlon for the raises to
go thru, but it can reject them. Many sen-
ators and congressmen, jittery about an anti-
incumbent sentiment prevalent in the coun-
try, feel that their constituents will not
stand for another raise for lawmakers, espe-
cially after the howl that greeted the 42 per
cent Increase they recelved In 1969. Conse-
quently, congressional rejection of the ralses
now seems probable.

This is unfortunate in many ways, for a
case can be made for the increases, especlally
those for judges and ecivil service officlals. If
the ralses are rejected, there will not be
another chance for them until 1977, meaning
that all those concerned would be without a
ralse for eight years.

Few wage earners can claim to have
suffered that indignity.

The law ties all these salary schedules
together in fixed ratlos. Judges' salaries can-
not be raised unless those for congressmen
and civil service officials are, too. If Congress
blocks its own pay raise, it will automatically
block those for the others.

Yet there is need for an inducement for
good judges, and at the existing salary scales
many of them could do better in private
practice.

The $36,000-a-year ceiling for adminls-
trators 1s not only unrealistic in these infla-
tionary times, but has kept many of them at
the same pay level as subordinates who have
regularly been receiving cost of llving
increases.

The congressmen will have to thrash the
matter out in their own conselences, but it
would be & shame if the legitimate needs of
the judiclary and the executive were sacri-
ficed because of the lawmakers' political
fears.

Whatever the congressmen declde, the
fixed-ratio system ought to be junked. It is
a form of *equal treatment” that is not
equitable at all.

[From the New York Times, Mar. 1, 1974]
GAMES CONGRESS PLAYS

What with Watergate causing widespread
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public disenchantment with governmental
performance at all levels, Congressmen are
showing unaccustomed reticence about ac-
cepting the pay increase President Nixon
wants them to start getting next year.

Congressional salaries were last increased
in 1969, when they went up from 30,000 &
year to the present $42,500. The effect of in-
flation entitles the legislators to another
pay raise now, though it 1s questionable that
it ought to be at the 7.5 per cent rate the
President has proposed for each of the next
three years.

So long as workers generally are still sub-
ject, at least theoretically, to the old Pay
Board guidepost of 55 per cent, Congress
would be well advised to go along with the
suggestion of Chairman McGee of the Senate
Post Office and Civil Service Committee that
it hold its own projected increase within
that figure.

Instead, parliamentary maneuvers in both
House and Senate seem llkely to create an
impasse that not only will kill any action this
year to boost Congressional pay but also
will deprive Federal judges and all other
top-level Federal officlals of Increases the
President and his salary commission had de-
cided they deserved.

In truth, ralsing executive pay within the
Federal service without ralsing the salaries of
Senators and Representatives would create
unjustifiable distortions in the whole struc-
ture of governmental compensation. Con-
gress and the White House have an urgent
and essential task to fulfill in combating
inflation—a task neither is performing with
distinction—but denying legislators, judges
and executives pay adjustments in line with
those of other salaried workers is not the
fair way to get on with that job.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on final passage.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the resolution (S.
Res. 293) as amended.

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Nevada (Mr. Cax-
NoN) and the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PELL) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
Cannon) and the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PeirL) would each vote
“yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. WEICKER)
is absent due to death in the family.

The result was announced—yeas T1,
nays 26, as follows:

[No. 57 Leg.]
YEAS—T1

Cranston
Curtls
Dole
Domeniel
Dominick Johnston
Eagleton Long
Eastland Magnuson
Ervin Mansfield
MgcClellan
McClure
McGovern
McIntyre
Metzenbaum
Mondale
Montoya
Moss

Muskie
Nelson

Hollings
Hrusk:

a
Humphrey
Jackson

Fannin
Fulbright
Goldwater
Gurney
Hansen
Hartke
Haskell
Hatfleld
Hathaway
Helms
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Nunn
Fackwood
Pastore
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff

Roth
Schweiker
Sparkman
Stafford
Stennis
Stevenson
NAYS—26

Griffin
Hart
Huddleston
Hughes
Inouye
Javits
Kennedy
Mathias Tunney
McGee Williams
NOT VOTING—3

Cannon Pell Welcker

So the resolution (8. Res. 293), as

amended, was agreed fo, as follows:
S. Res. 293

Resolution to disapprove pay recommenda-

tions of the President with respect to rates

of pay for Members of Congress

Resolved, That the Senate disapproves all
the recommendations of the President with
respect to rates of pay transmitted to the
Congress in the budget for the fiscal year
1975 pursuant to section 225(h) of the Fed-
eral Salary Act of 1967.

Mr, CHURCH. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the resolu-
tion was agreed to.

Mr. JACEKSON. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I was present
and voted several times today on a clo-
ture vote and on amendments to the res-
olution regarding pay increases for offi-
cials of the executive, judicial and legis-
lative branches. On each vote I voted
against such raises. However, on the vote
on final passage of the resolution, I was
delayed in reaching the floor, because I
was between offices occupied with con-
stituent business, and unfortunately ar-
rived too late to cast my vote. I regret
missing that vote, and wish to state for
the Recorp that I would have voted in
favor of the resolution disapproving the
President’s recommended pay raises for
Members of the Congress.

Symington
Taft

Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Young

Baker
Beall
Bennett
Brooke
Buckley
Case

Metcalf
Pearson
Percy

Scott, Hugh
Scott,

william L.
Stevens

Gravel

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EN-
ROLLED BILL SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the Speaker
had affixed his signature to the enrolled
bill (H.R. 8245) to amend Reorganiza-
tion Plan No. 2 of 1973, and for other
purposes.

The enrolled bill was subsequently
signed by the Acting President pro tem-
pore (Mr, NUNN).

ENERGY EMERGENCY ACT—VETO

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Herms) . Pursuant to the previous order,
the Chair now lays before the Senate the
President’s veto message on S. 2589, the
Energy Emergency Act, which the clerk
will state.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A veto message on 8. 2589, the National
Energy Emergency Act.

The Senate proceeded to reconsider
the bill.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Shall the bill pass, the objec-
tions of the President of the United
States to the contrary notwithstanding?
The Constitution requires that the vote
shall be determined by yeas and nays.

Under the agreement, the time be-
tween now and 5 p.m. will be equally
divided between and controiled by the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. FAnNIN) and
the Senator from Washington (Mr.
JACKSON) .

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that during the re-
consideration of S. 2589 the following
individuals have the privilege of the
floor:

William Van Ness, Jr., Arlon Tussing,
James Barnes, Jerry Verkler, Lorraine
Maestas, Harrison Loesch, David Stang,
Winfred Craft, Jr., Nolan McKean, Mar-
garet Lane, Maureen Finnerty, Ron
Frank, and Mike Hathaway.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUDDEN INFANT DEATH SYNDROME
ACT OF 1974

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
the Chair to lay before the Senate a
message from the House of Representa-
tives on S. 1745.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Herms) laid before the Senate the
amendment of the House of Representa-
tives to the bill (S. 1745) to provide
financial assistance for research activi-
ties for the study of sudden infant death
syndrome, and for other purposes,
which was to strike out all after the en-
acting clause, and insert:

That this Act may be cited as the “Sud-
den Infant Death Syndrome Act of 1974".

Sec. 2. Part B of title IITI of the Public
Health Service Act is amended by inserting
after section 318 the following new section:

“SUDDEN INFANT DEATH SYNDROME COUNSEL-
ING, INFORMATION, EDUCATION, AND STATISTI-
CAL PROGRAMS
“Spc. 310. (a) The Secretary shall carry

out & program to develop public information
and professional educational information
materials relating to sudden infant death
syndrome and to disseminate such informa-
tion and materials to persons providing
health care, public safety officials, and to the
public generally.

“(b) (1) The Secretary may make grants
to public and nonprofit private entities, and
enter into contracts with public and private
entities, for projects which include both—

*“(A) the collection, analysis, and furnish-
ing of information (derived from post mor-
tem examinations and other means) relating
to the causes of sudden infant death syn-
drome; and

“(B) the provision of Information and
counseling to families affected by sudden in-
fant death syndrome.

No grant may be made or contract entered
into under this subsection for an amount in
excess of $50,000.

“(2) No grant may be made or contract
entered into under this subsection unless an
application therefor has been submitted to
and approved by the Secretary. Such applica-
tion shall be In such form, submitted in
such manner, and contain such Information,
as the Secretary shall by regulation pre-
scribe.

“(3) Payments under such grants may be
mede In advance or by way of relmburse-
ment, and at such intervals and on such
conditions, as the Secretary finds necessary.
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“(4) Contracts under thls subsection may
be entered into without regard to sections
3648 through 3709 of the Revised Statutes (31
U.8.C.529; 44 US.C. 5).

“(6) For the purpose of making payments
pursuant to grants and contracts under this
subsection, there are authorized to be ap-
propriated $2,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1974, $2,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1875, and 82,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976.

“(c) The Secretary shall submit, within
two years following the date of the enact-
ment of this section, a comprehensive report
to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare of the Senate and the Committee
on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce of the
House of Representatives respecting the ad-
ministration of this section and the results
obtained from the programs authorized by
it.”

Mr. KENN